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3618. Also, petition of the EKnights of Columbus, Long
Island Chapter, Brooklyn, N.¥., urging support and approval
of certain amendments contained in Senate bill 2910; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries.

3619. Also, telegram from Greenhill & Daniel, Inc., New
York City, protesting against the enactment of the Wagner-
Connery bills; to the Committee on Labor.

3620. Also, petition of the Certain-teed Products Cor-
poration, New York City, opposing the passage of House bill
8303 and Senate bill 2897; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

3621. Also, petition of the Mundet Cork Corporation, New
York City, urging defeat of the National Securities Exchange
Act of 1934, the Wagner-Connery bill, and the tariff reci-
procity bill; to the Commitiee on Ways and Means.

3622. Also, petition of Frank Associates, Inc., New York
City, opposing the Wagner bill (S. 2926), the amendment to
the tariff act (H.R. 8687), and the Connery 30-hour week
bill (H.R. 8492) ; to the Committee on Labor.

3623. Also, petition of the Bilt-Rite Baby Carriage Co.,,
Brooklyn, N.Y., opposing the enactment of House bill 8430,
Senate bill 2926, and House bill 8423; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

3624. By Mr. PERKINS: Petition of the Woman's Chris-
tian Temperance Union of Hackensack, N.J., urging early
hearings and favorable action on House bill 6097; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

3625. By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Petition of
the House of Representatives of the State of Massachusetts,
memorializing Congress for legislation to promote the estab-
lishment of unemployment insurance or unemployment re-
serves in the several States by providing certain tax relief
to employers in those States which have appropriate laws
in this regard; to the Committee on Labor.

3626. Also, petition of the House of Representatives of
the State of Massachusetts, opposing the proposed imposi-
tion of a 1 day’s furlough each month on certain employees
in the Postal Service of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

3627. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of the Steuben EKnitting
Co., Inc., opposing the passage of the Wagner-Connery bills;
to the Committee on Labor.

3628. Also, petition of the Mundet Cork Corporation, New
York City, opposing the passage of the National Securities
Exchange Act, the Wagner-Connery bill, and the tariff reci-
procity bill; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

3629. Also, petition of the Negro Foreign-Born Citizens’
League, New York City, favoring the De Priest resolution;
to the Committee on Rules.

3630. Also, petition of the Vulcan Proofing Co., Brooklyn,
N.Y., opposing the passage of the Wagner-Connery bills; to
the Committee on Labor. ;

3631. Also, petition of the Certain-teed Products Corpora-
tion, New York City, opposing the passage of House bill
8303 and Senate bill 2897; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

3632. Also, petition of Greenhill & Daniel, Inc.,, New York
City, opposing the passage of the Wagner-Connery bills; to
the Committee on Labor.

3633. Also, petition of the Long Island Chapter, Knights
of Columbus, Brooklyn, N.Y., favoring the passage of Senate
bill 2910 with amendments 301 (a), 301 (b), and 301 (c);
to the Committee on Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries.

3634. Also, petition of the William R. Warner & Co., Inc.,
New York City, protesting the increase of the tax on non-
beverage alcohol; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3635. By Mr. SADOWSKI: Petition endorsing the McLeod
bill; to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

SENATE
THURSDAY, APRIL 5, 1934
(Legislative day of Wednesday, Mar. 28, 1934

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration
of the recess.
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THE JOURNAL

On motion of Mr. Roeinson of Arkansas, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Journal for the calendar
days Tuesday, April 3, and Wednesday, April 4, was dis=
pensed with, and the Journal was approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Adams Copeland Johnson Patterson
Ashurst Costigan Eean Pope

Austin Couzens Eeyes Reed
Bachman Davis King Reynolds
Balley Dickinson La Follette Roblinson, Ark.
Bankhead Dieterich Lewis Robinson, Ind.,
Barbour Dill Logan Russell
Barkley Duffy Lonergan Bchall

Black Erickson Long Sheppard
Bone Fess McAdoo Bhipstead
Borah Fletcher McCarran Smith

Brown Frazier MeGill Bteiwer
Bulkley George McEellar Thomas, Okla.
Bulow Gibson McNary Thomas, Utah
Byrd Goldsborough T Thompson
Byrnes Gore Murphy Townsend
Capper Hale Neely Tydings
Caraway Harrison Norbeck Vandenberg
Carey Hastings Norris Van Nuys
Clark Hatch Nye Wagner
Connally Hayden O'Mahoney Walsh
Coolidge Hebert Overton White

Mr. LEWIS. T regret to announce that the Senator from
Montana [Mr. WaeeLEr] is detained from the Senate on
account of a severe cold.

I desire further to announce that the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. SterHENs], the Senator from Virginia [Mr,
Gurass], and the Senator from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL] are
necessarily detained from the Senate.

Mr. HEBERT. I desire to announce that the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. Harrierp] and the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Warcorr] are necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-eight Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present,

RELIEF OF GOVERNMENT CONTRACTORS OPERATING UNDER CODES

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter
from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting draft of
proposed legislation to provide relief to Government con-
tractors operating under codes whose costs of performance
were increased as a result of compliance with the act ap-
proved June 16, 1933, which, with the accompanying paper,
was referred to the Committee on Finance,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate telegrams
in the nature of memorials from sundry citizens of New
Orleans, La., remonstrating against the passage of the so-
called “ Fletcher-Rayburn stock exchange bill ” in its pres-
ent form and favoring a less drastic bill, which were referred
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the
Scandinavian Workers Unity Conference at Viking Temple,
at Chicago, Ill., favoring the passage of House bill 7598, the
so-called “ workers’ unemployment insurance bill”, which
was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas presented a letter from
Henry A. Bellows, of the Columbia Broadcasting System,
Washington, D.C., relative to the bill (S. 1928) to enable the
United States to enter the International Copyright Union,
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. KEAN presented a memorial of sundry citizens of the
State of New Jersey, remonstrating against the entrance of
the United States into the League of Nations or the ratifica-
tion of the World Court protocols, which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. CAPPER presented the petition of Pratt Lodge, No.
734, Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, of
Pratt, Kans., favoring the passage of Senate hill 2519, to
establish a 6-hour day for employees of carriers engaged in
interstate and foreign commerce, which was referred to the

| Committee on Interstate Commerce,
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He also presented resolutions adopted by Local Union No.
6615, United Mine Workers of America, of Hume, Mo., and
Coffeyville Lodge, No. 54, Brotherhood Railway Carmen of
America, of Coffeyville, Kans., favoring the passage of the
bill (S. 2926) to equalize the bargaining power of employers
and employees, to encourage the amicable settlement of dis-
putes between employers and employees, to create a National
Labor Board, and for other purposes, which were referred to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

He also presented the memorial of the board of directors
of the Dodge City (Kans.) Chamber of Commerce, remon-
strating against the passage of the bill (S. 2926) to equalize
the bargaining power of employers and employees, to en-
courage the amicable settlement of disputes between em-
ployers and employees, to create a National Labor Board,
and for other purposes, which was referred to the Committee
on Education and Labor,

Mr. COPELAND presented a resolution adopted by a meet-
ing of the Home Owners and Taxpayers Association of
Staten Island, N.Y., favoring the continuation of the full
Civil Works Administration relief program, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Common
Council of the City of Yonkers, N.Y., favoring the passage
of legislation eliminating pay cuts and furloughs in the
Postal Service, which was referred to the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the executive
committee of the Catskill (N.Y.) Chamber of Commerce,
favoring the passage of the so-called *“ Whittington bill ”,
providing an additional appropriation of $400,000,000 for
highway improvement work, which was referred to the
Committee on Appropriations.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Butler (Pa.)
Chamber of Commerce, protesting against the passage of the
so-called “ Wagner labor board bill ¥, relative to collective
bargaining, which was referred to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

He also presented a resolution adopted by New York
Typographical Union, No. 6, of New York City, N.Y., favor-
ing the prompt passage of the bill (H.R. 7598) to provide
for the establishment of unemployment and social insurance,
and for cther purposes, which was referred to the Committee
on Education and Labor,

He also presented a resolution adopted by the board of
directors of the Chamber of Commerce of Paterson, N.J.,
protesting against the passage of the bill (HR. 7202) to
provide a 30-hour week for industry, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

He also presented resolutions adopted by Branch No. 476,
Workmen'’s Cirele; Local Union No. 1292, United Brother-
hood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, and the Work-
ers’' Asscciation, all of Huntington, Long Island, N.Y., fav-
oring the passage of the so-called “ Wagner labor board
bill ”, especially in relation to collective bargaining, which
were referred to the Commitfee on Education and Labor.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Syracuse
(N.Y.) Chamber of Commerce, protesting against the pas-
sage of the bill (S. 2926) to equalize the bargaining power
of employers and emplogees, to encourage the amicable
settlement of disputes between employers and employees,
to create a National Labor Board, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

He also presented a resolution adopted by members of
the Architectural Guild of America, New York City, N.Y.,
favoring the passage of the so-called “ Wagner 30-hour
work week bill ?, and the Wagner labor board bill, which
was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

He also presented a resolution adopted by employees’
representatives of store managers and store staffs on the
joint management council of the Jewel Food Stores, depart-
ment of Jewel Tea Co., Chicago, Ill., protesting against the
passage of legislation which would proéhibit or jeopardize
the right of workers to freely choose their representatives
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and to bargain collectively with employers, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Education and Labor,

He also presented a petition of members of the Baptist
Church of the Redeemer of Yonkers, N.Y. favoring the
prompt ratification of the World Court protocols, which
was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Brooks
Class of the Methodist Episcopal Church of Canandaigua,
N.Y., favoring the passage of legislation prohibiting the
shipment of arms and munitions to foreign countries, which
was referred to the Committee cn Foreign Relations.

He also presented a resolution adopted by members of
the Sarsfield Club, of Long Island City, N.Y. protesting
against the entrance of the United States into the League of
Nations and the ratification of the World Court protocols,
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented petitions and papers in the nature of
petitions of sundry citizens and organizations in the State
of New York, praying for the passage of the so-called “ Pat-
man motion picture bill ¥, being House bill 6097, providing
higher moral standards for films entering interstate and
foreign commerce, which were referred to the Committee on
Interstate Commerce.

He also presented resolutions adopted by Unit No. 1,
Irish-American Independent Political Unit, Inc., of New
York City, N.Y., favoring the adoption of an amendment to
the so-called “ communications commission bill ”, allowing
a fair proportion of radio time to be devoted to religious,
educational, and moral teachings, which were referred to
the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented resolutions adopted by Branch No. 104,
Holy Name Society, Church of the Incarnation, of New York
City, N.Y., protesting against the allotment made of wave
length and broadcasting time to Radio Station WLWL,
operated by the Missionary Society of Saint Paul the
Apostle, also known as the Paulist Fathers, and favoring
liberalizing amendment of the so-called * communications
commission bill ”, which were referred to the Committee on
Interstate Commerce.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Brooklyn
(N.Y.) Catholic Action Council, favoring amendment of the
so-called “ communications commission bill ”, allowing more
liberal radio time to educational, agricultural, religious,
labor, and similar noncommercial organizations, which was
referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented resolutions adopted by Marquette Coun-
cil, No. 157, Knights of Columbus, of New York City, N.Y,,
favoring the adoption of an amendment to the communica-
tions commission bill providing more adequate radio time
to religious, educational, and similar organizations, which
were referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Xavier
Alumni Sodality, of New York City, N.Y., favoring the adop-
tion of an amendment to Senate bill 2910, relative to a com-
munications commission, alloting more liberal radio time to
religious, educational, agricultural, and other human wel-
fare agencies, which were referred to the Committee on In-
terstate Commerce.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Somerset
Woman'’s Christian Temperance Union, of Utica, N.Y., pro-
testing against the passage of the so-called “ Celler bill”,
being House bill 7129, repealing the law forbidding the sale
or possession of intoxicating or spirituous liquors at Army
or Navy stations or camps, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a resolution adopted by Colonel John
G. Butler Camp, No. 86, United Spanish War Veterans, De-
partment of New York, of Syracuse, N.Y., favoring the pas-
sage of legislation for the benefit of Spanish War veterans,
which was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.

IMPROVEMENT OF THE WHITE RIVER VALLEY
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I present and ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the Recorp and appro-

priately referred an important letter addressed to me having
relation to the improvement of the White River Valley.
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There being no objection, the letter was referred to the
Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

WarroN Rrice ML, INc,,
Stuttgart, Ark., March 31, 1934.
Senator JoE T. ROBINSON,
Washington, D.C.

HoworasrLE Sir: I desire to bring to your attention a matter
that on previous occasions has been attempted but for various
reasons has been discarded. It now seems, in defense of the posi-
tion of the Arkansas rice industry, it must be carried to a favor-
able conclusion, otherwise we greatly fear the Industry will pass
out by reason of the condition possibly created by others who have
pursued a more aggressive policy.

You will appreciate the Arkansas industry is completely at the
mercy of rail carriers as a means of conveying our manufactured
product from the mill to consuming markets. You are also aware
that under the stress of economic conditions for the most part
carriers have been reluctant to grant concessions in rates that
might normally be expected by reason of commodity declines.
You probably would be surprised that during the past year or so
we have made shipments to many markets where the rate assessed
by carriers even exceeded the value of the shipment itself.

These all are glaring facts, and we must tell you that these con-
ditions are undermining the industry, which, if left uncorrected,
will eventually cause the Arkansas rice industry to dry up and

out of the picture entirely.

In the first part of this letter I mentioned others who have been
more aggressive. Reference is made to millers located at both
Louisiana and Texas who have taken, so to speak, mere remnants
of a waterway and developed it into a modern system of inland
canal, with the result these millers today, although located many
miles more distant from the interior market than we, can now
compete favorably with the Arkansas millers and in addition par-
ticipate in export business, to the detriment and expense of the
Arkansas rice-milling industry.

Just recently the Arkansas millers have filed with the Interstate
Commerce Commission & petition attacking all clean-rice rates
from Memphis, Tenn., Louisiana, and Texas as being preferential
and discriminatory to the Arkansas milling interests. This will
be a long-drawn-out procedure, as you are aware, and most prob-
ably in the end will not give us the necessary relief,

As you know, traffic on the Mississippl River now extends from
New Orleans to Chicago. This, coupled with Intercoastal canal
through Louisiana into Texas, gives these mills access to impor-
tant Interior destinations that previously were only available by
rail movement, and even into the Ohio River crossings, all of
which has pushed the Arkansas miller into such a small territory
that his very existence is now in jeopardy.

This industry has only asked a small consideration from the
Government in the past, and has, wherever possible, fought its
battles to maintain its existence as best it could without enlisting
outside assistance. We now have apparently reached the end of
the rope unless we can enlist your support in a move to create a
lasting and permanent relief,

The confidence of Arkansas, if not the Nation, is invested in you
to assist and fight for any worthy cause. So now the Arkansas
millers are asking that you assist in the development of White
River to a point where the fertile Arkansas White River Valley can
again encourage its industry and enjoy to the important inland
markets or to the ports, as they choose, an outlet on a competitive
rate structure such markets as are available for the consumption
of our manufactured products.

1 cannot stress the importance of such a move too vigorously,
and I sincerely hope you will lend full support to a successful
conclusion of this project, that I feel would be a monument to the
future of Arkansas.

With kindest regards and all good wishes I shall anxiously await
your further reply.

Very sincerely,
C. R, WALTON.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. WALSH (for Mr. TrammeLL), from the Committee on
Naval Affairs, to which were referred the following bills,
reported them severally without amendment and submitted
reports as indicated thereon:

8.113. An act for the relief of Hans Dahl (Rept. No. 596) ;

S.164. An act for the relief of Joseph Gould (Rept. No.
597);

S.333. An act for the relief of Clarence Leroy Witham
(Rept. No. 599) ;

S.367. An act for the relief of Hugh Flaherty (Rept. No.
600) ;

S. 427. An act for the relief of Edgar Joseph Casey (Rept.
No. 601);

S.1172. An act for the relief of certain officers of the
Dental Corps of the United States Navy;

S.1797. An act authorizing the removal of rock from the
submarine and destroyer base reservation at Astoria
(Tongue Point), Oreg. (Rept. No. 602) ;
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S.2681. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Navy to
make available to the municipality of Aberdeen, Wash., the
U.S8.S. Newport (Rept. No. 603) ;

H.R.408. An act for the relief of William J. Nowinski
(Rept. No. 604) ;

H.R.507. An act for the relief of John Thomas Simpkin
(Rept. No. 605) ;

NH?I‘}E 909. An act for the relief of Elbert L. Grove (Rept.

0. Y3

H.R. 1404. An act for the relief of John C. McCann (Rept.
No. 607) ;

H.R.2040. An act for the relief of P. Jean des Garennes
(Rept. No. 608) ;

NHR. 2041. An act for the relief of Irwin D. Coyle (Rept.

0. 614);

H.R. 2074. An act for the relief of Harvey Collins (Rept.
No. 609) ; and

H.R. 3542. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Navy
to dedicate to the city of Philadelphia, for street purposes,
a tract of land situate in the city of Philadelphia and State
of Pennsylvania (Rept. No. 612).

Mr. WALSH also (for Mr. Trammerr), from the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs, to which were referred the follow-
ing bills, reported them severally with an amendment and
submitted reports thereon:

S5.309. An act granting an honorable discharge to Willard
Heath Mitchell (Rept. No. 598) ;

5.1979. An act for the relief of Austin L. Tierney (Rept.
No. 610) ; and

H.R.276. An act to authorize the placing of a bronze tab-
let bearing a replica of the congressional medal of honor
upon the grave of the late Brig. Gen. Robert H. Dunlap,
United States Marine Corps, in the Arlington National
Cemetery, Va. (Rept. No. 611).

Mr. WALSH also (for Mr. TrammerL), from the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs, to which was referred the bill
(8. 865) to correct the naval record of Michael J. Bud-
zinski, reported it with amendments and submitted a re-
port (No. 613) thereon.

Mr. LOGAN, from the Commitiee on Claims, to which
were referred the following bills, reported them severally
without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

5.3016. An act for the relief of the Dongji Investment Co.,
Ltd. (Rept. No. 615);

S.3047. An act to carry out the findings of the Court of
Claims in the case of George Lawley & Son Corporation, of
Boston, Mass. (Rept. No. 616) ; .

H.R.880. An act for the relief of Daisy M. Avery (Rept.
No. 617); and

H.R.4542. An act for the relief of Frank Wilkins (Rept.
No. 618).

Mr. LOGAN also, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (S. 2112) for the relief of W. H. Key
and the estate of James R. Wilson, reported it with amend-
ments and submitted a report (No. 619) thereon.

Mr., CAPPER, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (S. 2969) for the relief of the Mary
Black Memorial Hospital, reported it with amendments and
submitted a report (No. 621) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which were referred
the following bills, reported them, severally without amend-
ment and submitted reports thereon:

H.R.526. An act for the relief of Arthur K. Finney (Rept.
No. 622);

H.R.879. An act for the relief of John H. Mehrle (Repf.
No. 623) ;

H.R.2818. An act for the relief of Katherine G. Taylor
(Rept. No. 624) ;

H.R.4959. An act for the relief of Mary Josephine Lobert
(Rept. No. 625); and

H.R.6638. An act for the relief of the Monumental Steve-
dore Co. (Rept. No. 626).

Mr. GIBSON, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (S. 1690) for the relief of the Bowers
Southern Dredging Co., reported it with an amendment and
submitted a report (No. 627) thereon.




1934

He also, from the same committee, to which were re-
ferred the following bills, reported them severally without
amendment and submitted reports thereon:

H.R.191. An act for the relief of William K. Lovett (Rept.
No. 628);

HR.232. An act for the relief of Anna Marie Sanford
(Rept. No. 629) ; and

H.R.666. An act for the relief of Charles W. Dworack
(Rept. No. 630).

Mr. TOWNSEND, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (H.R. 4013) to provide an additional
appropriation as the result of a reinvestigation, pursuant to
the act of February 2, 1929 (45 Stat. 2047, pt. 2), for
the payment of claims of persons who suffered property
damage, death, or personal injury due to the explosion at
the naval ammunition depot, Lake Denmark, N.J., July 10,
1926, reported it without amendment and submitted a report
(No. 631) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which were referred
the following bills, reported them each with amendments
and submitted reports thereon:

S.887. An act for the relief of Lucy B. Hertz and J. W.
Hertz (Rept. No. 632); and

S.1231. An act for the relief of A. H. Marshall (Rept. No.
633).

Mr. BACHMAN, from the Committee on Military Affairs,
to which was referred the bill (S. 2440) to provide for the
addition of certain lands to the Chickamauga and Chatta-
nooga National Military Parks in the States of Tennessee
and Georgia, reported it without amendment and submitted
a report (No. 620) thereon.

Mr. ASHURST (for Mr. WHEELER), frcm the Committee
on Indian Affairs, to which was referred the bill (8. 2671)
repealing certain sections of the Revised Code of Laws of
the United States relating to the Indians, reported it with-
out amendment and submitted a report (No. 634) thereon.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

As in executive session,

Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee on Post Offices and
Post Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry
postmasters.

Mr. NEELY, from the Committee on the Judiciary, re-
ported favorably the nomination of Austin D. Smith, of
Delaware, to be United States marshal, district of Delaware,
to succeed Charles Hanratty, whose term expired March 8,
1934.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The reports will be placed on
the Executive Calendar.

EILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. McGILL:

A bill (8. 3297) to authorize the appointment of Sgt.
George B. Telford as a warrant officer, United States Army
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. REED (by request):

A bill (S. 3298) relating to the record of registry of cer-
tain aliens; to the Committee on Immigration.

By Mr. KEAN:

A bill (S, 3298) to authorize the presentation of a Dis-
tinguished Service Cross to Ardashes M. Gulamerian; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas (for Mr., TRAMMELL) :

A bill (S, 3300) for the relief of W. J. DuRant; to the
Committee on Claims,

By Mr. HASTINGS:

A bill (8. 3301) to amend the Securities Act of 1933,
approved May 27, 1933; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

INTERNAL-REVENUE TAXATION—AMENDMENTS

Mr. HeserT and Mr. SuIpsTEAD each submitted an amend-
ment, Mr. CLagrg submitted two amendments, and Mr, Mc-
EKerrar submitted three amendments intended to be pro-
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posed by them, respectively, to House bill 7835, the revenue

bill, which were severally ordered to lie on the table and to

be printed.

EXEMPTION FROM TAX OF OILS USED FOR MEDICINAL PURPOSES—
AMENDMENT

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I present an amendment
intended to be proposed by me to the pending revenue bill,
and ask that it may be printed in the usual form, printed
in the Recorp, and lie on the table,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment intended to be proposed by Mr. COPELAND
to the bill (H.R. 7835) to provide revenue, equalize taxation,
and for other purposes, is as follows:

In section 602, paragraph (a), on page 214, line 15, strike out
the period and insert the following: “nor the use of any of the
olls included in this paragraph in the manufacture of an article

or product not intended for use as food for human consumption
or for medicinal purposes.”

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, the purpose of this
amendment is to exempt from the excise tax of 3 cents per
pound coconut oil, palm oil, palm-kernel oil, sesame oil,
whale oil, sperm oil, and cod oil when used in the manu-
facture of articles or products not intended for use as food
for human consumption, and cod-liver oil, halibut oil, and
other vitamin-potency fish oils which are used for medicinal
purposes. In other words, when the foregoing cils are used
in the manufacture of an article or product not intended
for use in a food for human consumption or for medicinal
purposes they would bear no excise tax. By the adoption of
this amendment the Senate could save the American public
a tremendous burden of expenses in connection with these
excise taxes and yet not interfere to any appreciable degree
with such benefits as would accrue to the farmer from the
levying of these excise taxes.

In the case of coconut oil, about 70 percent of the total
annual consumption of this oil goes into the manufacture of
soap, rubber auto fires, and the tanning of leather and
miscellaneous manufacturing activities, It is even used in
the manufacture of road-building materials. In none of
these can it be said that it is in any way competitive with
oils and fats of domestic origin.

I am informed that the original purpose in the House in
placing a tax on coconut oil was to protect the butter maker
and the dairyman. Neither the butter maker nor the
dairyman produce anything which is used in the manufac-
ture of soap, automobile tires, or the tanning of leather.
The butter maker and the dairyman, on the other hand,
are purchasers of these nonedible products into which coco-
nut oil enters.

The industrial users of coconut oil testified before the
Senate Finance Committee that when they purchased coco-
nut oil they did so because of its lauric-acid content, and
they further stated that there was not a single domestic oil
or fat which contained any lauric acid. It is lauric acids
which make a soap made from coconut-oil lather. The
rubber-tire manufacturer who employs coconut oil finds
that the lauric acids therein give the rubber tire longer life
and greater mileage, and the tanners of whife leather testi-
fled before the Finance Committee that coconut oil was the
only oil which they could use which did not turn the leather
yellow as it aged.

In view of the fact that there is a definite constituent
of coconut oil which the industrial users regquire, nothing is
accomplished in the way of increasing the consumption of
domestic oils and fats by trying to tax coconut oil out of
the market. If we pass this tax, it will make it almost
impossible for the concerns which require coconut oil to
carry on their business. This is not fair. If is not just.

Not only is the exemption of these oils used in industrial
channels from this excise tax, which is approximately 100
percent of the value of the oils and fats against which it is
levied, of importance from the angle of the consumer, but
it is a serious question if the industries which use these oils
can bear up under the tremendous burden which it is pro-
posed to place upon them. The Senate, if it levies these
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taxes, would be levying the heaviest tax on consumption
ever levied in the history of the country upon essential
commodities. The total tax burden, when applied against
all of the oils and fats which it affects, amounts to in excess
of $34,000,000 per annum, as based on the 1933 imports.
This does not mean that anywhere near that amount of
revenue would result from the levying of these taxes, be-
cause it is very doubtful if these industries could sell their
products with these taxes applying against the raw mafe-
rials from which they must make them.

There are dozens of firms in the State of New York which
employ these oils and fats which are affected by the pro-
posed excise taxes, and the report received from every one
which has been heard from is that the levying of these taxes
without giving the consumer additional purchasing power
is going to make it very difficult for them to sell their
finished products. There does not appear {o be any justifi-
cation for singling out a single group of industries for this
kind of treatment.

The second most important of these oils which would be
exempted in my amendment from the excise tax when not
employed in the manufacture of food for human consump-
tion is palm oil. The Senate Finance Committee has already
exempted palm oil when used in the manufacture of tin
plate from the application of the tax. Doubtless palm oil
is an essential in the manufacture of tin plate, but it is
certainly no more of an essential in the manufacture of tin
plate than it is in the manufacture of textile soap.

The textile-soap manufacturers in the State of New York,
of which there are many, one and all testify to the fact that
there is absolutely no substitute for palm oil in the manu-
facture of textile scap. The textile-soap manufacturers
consistently paid more for palm oil than other oils and fats
used for soap-making purposes were bringing in the market,
It would be very difficult for them, however, to carry on
their business if they had to pay as much as 3 cents per
pound more for palm oil used in the manufacture of textile
soap than they pay at the present price level.

It should be borne in mind that if the prices of all com-
modities in the United States were suddenly fo advance 100
percent, which is the effect this tax will have on the im-
ported oils and fats it covers, then on this inflated price
basis it would not be difficult for any given industry to sell
its products. But suppose that we single out a single group
of industries and make them bear the burden of a tax of
these proportions without there being any general inflation
of prices of other commodities. It does not seem reasonable
to expect that the group of industries which use these oils
can escape tremendous injury.

Very little palm oil, probably not more than 10 percent of
the total annual importations, is utilized in the manufacture
of any kind of food product. It appears that the palm oil
is so high in free fatty acids, which is essentially the ele-
ment of rancidity, that it is impractical to utilize any quan-
tity of it in the manufacture of edible oil. This is borne
out by the fact that such a small proportion of if, according
to the Bureau of the Census records, gets into edible chan-
nels. That portion of it which is not used in the manufac-
ture of fextile scap goes into the manufacture of yellow
household laundry soap, plus what goes into the manufacture
of tin plate.

The exemption of the palm oil used in the manufacture
of tin plate is in line with the amendment which I have
proposed, but I cannot understand how the committee would
exempt from the tax palm oil used in the manufacture of an
article like tin plate without exempting at the same time
palm oil used in the manufacture of soap.

There is scarcely a nation in the world which does not
accord preferential treatment to oils and fats imported
within their borders for the manufacture of soap. They do
this for sanitary reasons. They do it because they place
a high value upon the matter of cleanliness. Why should
we break the precedent which is followed throughout the
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world by trying to make the price of soap vastly higher
than it should be? Hospitals, visiting nurses’' organizations,
welfare centers, charitable organizations, and dozens of other
groups of similar nature have protested to me against the
application of this fax on soap-making "oils and fats. One
and all have stressed the importance of keeping the price
of soap at a reasonahble point to the public. Soap is the one
commodity of all commodities which should be merchan-
dised at the most reasonable possible figure, and here we are
proposing to place a tax of 100 percent ad valorem upon all
of the imported soap-making oils and fats. Why is it that in
this effort to levy an excise tax we are centering our activi-
ties upon the soap industry? There are a lot of other in-
dustries who import oils and fats into the United States,
and their raw materials have not been molested.

The next of these oils which is affected by this tax, which
is important in the industrial field, is palm-kernel oil. Here
again is another important soap-making oil which the soap
makers in my State desire to have access to. It already
bears a duty of 1 cent a pound if used for edible purposes,
and if we apply this excise tax of 3 cents per pound on the
edible phases of the oil, then certainly that should be enough
to satisfy the demand for keeping it out of edible channels.
What harm will it do anyone to allow this soap-making oil
to come into the country?

Sesame oil is the next oil which would be affected by the
tax of 3 cents per pound. Sesame oil was exempted from
taxation in the 1930 tariff if not employed in edible usage.
The importations do not amount to much, but since we de-
cided upon this policy in framing the 1930 tariff there seems
to be no reason why we should not adhere to it now. If
the use of sesame oil for nonedible purposes without the
payment of tariff taxes was satisfactory in 1930, it should be
just as proper to utilize it for such purposes now without
the payment of an excise tax.

The next important oil is whale oil. As far as can be as-
certained, there is no imported whale oil used in the manu-
facture of edible products in the United States. But, in case
there might be, we can levy this 3-cent excise tax on the
whale oil if used in the manufacture of an edible product for
human consumption and let that whale oil which goes into
the manufacture of soap and the tanning of leather be ex-
empted from the tax. Our farmers buy the leather goods
which the whale oil is used in tanning and they buy the
soap. They will profit from having both soap and leather
at reasonable prices.

The next important oil to which this excise tax would
apply is sperm oil. The domestic production of sperm oil
is almost nothing. The textile and the rayon industries and
the tanning industries all require sperm oil. Being really
a4 wax and not an oil, it is not used in the manufacture of
soap and could not be, but the textile mills, the rayon mills,
and the tanners need this oil. Why not let them have i
without this enormous excise tax? It is by nature a non-
edible oil.

The next important oil which my amendment will exempt
from taxation is Newfoundland and Norwegian cod oil. This
fish oil is used in the manufacture of leather. The tanners
in my State tell me that there is absolutely no oil which can
take the place of cod oil. We produce scarcely any in the
United States. It is produced from the codfish. The placing
of this excise tax is not going to make our fishermen catch
any more codfish. This excise tax could not help them, but
it will be a tremendous burden upon the tanners of leather
who must have cod oil with which to tan leather. They
need it on the type of leather which goes to make harness
which the farmer purchases. Why should we make the
farmer pay more for harness when we are talking about
helping agriculture by levying these excise taxes?

The next of the oils which this amendment of mine would
exempt from taxation is cod-liver oil. It is made from the
fresh livers of the codfish. Cod-liver oil is used for medic-
inal purposes and for the feeding of pouliry and livestock.
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It is used in these directions because of its vitamin potency.
An excise fax upon this oil would be a cruel injustice. It
is a tax upon the sick and the ailing children. Just like the
tax upon the soap oils, it is a tax upon health.

Think of the thousands of poultry feeders whom we are
going to penalize with this tax on cod-liver oil. We are
certainly not going to help the farmer who is raising chick-
ens in a brooder and who requires cod-liver oil to raise these
chickens possessed of proper strength and vitality. We
should exempt all of these vitamin-potency fish oils from
this tax. In this category comes halibut oil. Halibut oil
is exactly the same kind of oil as cod-liver oil and is used
for precisely the same purposes. It will be assessed with this
3-cent per pound excise tax and there is no justification
in doing it.

As a matter of fact, in levying these excise taxes on im-
ported whale oil, imported fish oils, and imported marine-
animal oils, we are violating every international treaty
which we have with foreign nations. Article VIII of the
German treaty provides as follows:

The nationals and merchandise of each high contracting party
within the territories of the other shall receive the same treatment
as nationals and merchandise of the country with regard to in-
ternal taxes, transit duties, charges in to warehousing, and
other facilities and the amount of drawbacks and bounties.

Please note that we implicitly agree in this treaty that we
shall levy no higher internal taxes upon the imported mer-
chandise of foreign nations than we levy upon domestic mer-
chandise, and under the most-favored-nation clause which
we have with 47 other nations we agree to accord the same
treatment to merchandise imported from other foreign na-
tions. Therefore the rights accorded to Germany with re-
gard to internal taxes on merchandise imported from
Germany are accorded to all the nations with which we have
commercial treaties. In other words, we cannot levy higher
internal taxes upon the merchandise imported from these
countries than we levy upon the merchandise of our own
citizens.

Despite this fact, in three places the Senate Finance
Committee bill proposes to levy this 3-cent tax upon im-
ported articles—imported whale oil, imported fish oil, and
imported marine-animal oil. If we pass this bill with this
word “imported ” in it, applying to these marine-animal
oils, fish oils, and whale oil, no foreign nation will have any
respect for the treaties which this body has ratified in the
past. We cannot pass a treaty one day and violate it the
next.

Since none of these imported whale, fish, and marine-
animal oils are used in edible channels in the United States,
it is really needless to include them in the category of the
oils which would bear the excise tax if used for edible pur-
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poses. Since they are not used for edible purposes in the
United States, it should be satisfactory to leave them within
the amendment as I have proposed it.

Let me call attention to the fact that there is another
consideration involved in placing these excise taxes on the
oils and fats which we import from the various countries
with which we enjoy the balance of trade. I desire to intro-
duce into the REecorp a statement of the trade which we
have with the countries from which these oils and fats come.

(See table.)

One of the important agricultural items which we export
to the countries from which these oils and fats, such as palm
oil, come is lard. We have been exporting about 50 percent
of our lard to Great Britain, from whom, or her dependencies,
we procure about 50 percent of our palm-oil importations.
I quote from an article appearing in the March 31 issue of
the National Provisioner, published at Chicago, Ill. The
portion I desire to read is as follows:

Commissicn-house buying on resting orders was encountered on
on the declines, and there was some buying of lard based on the
relative steadiness in cotton oil. The lard trade was puzzled
somewhat over possible future developments, particularly should
the proposed 3-cent-a-pound tax against imported oils be
adopted by Congress,

There were fears in a great many quarters that foreigners would
take adverse action against lard imports. In fact, Germany fur-
ther restricted imports of American products. As a result, the
foreign situation in lard was attracting more attention. Foreign
exchange rates ruled rather firm.

It can be seen from this that the exporters of lard are
frightened as to the prospect of what will happen to our
lard exports if we put these taxes on. Please bear in mind
that this agitation for these taxes began back in December
1933; and let me call your attention to the fact that this
article states also that lard exports from January 1, 1934,
to March 17, 1934, have dropped from 160,000,000 pounds
at the same time last year to ninety-five and a half million
pounds at this time. You can see what the threat of levy-
ing these excise taxes is resulting in.

I do not believe that the foreign nations will chject to
our keeping the oils and fats out of edible channels in the
United States, and if we adopt this amendment whereby
the oils and fats are allowed to come into the United States
and be used for nonedible or medicinal purposes, it will
doubtless clarify the situation fo the compleie satisfaction
of our foreign customers. This is just another reason why
the amendment as proposed should be adopted.

I ask that the table to which I have referred and an
article from the National Provisioner may be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the table and article were or-
dered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Value of tolal lrade between United States and countries from which United States imparts oils and which would be affected by the 3 cents per pound excise fax in (he

1084 revenue bill
Value of exports Value of imports
Ofls exported to United States
1929 1932 1920 1932
Norway...... Cod-liver, whale oil . - $23, 647, 000 $6, 916, 000 £21, 135, 000 $10, 439, 000
United Kingd Bperm, cod, T e | RS PR SO £48, 000, 000 288, 326, 000 320, 751, 000 74, 631, 000
British Nigeria - Palm and palm-kernel. ... 3,424, 000 1, 663, 000 12, 880, 000 3, 157, 009
P R SN D R R R e T RN ol palnl el s S e e A e 114, 855, 000 40, 278, 000 74, 048, 000 21, 027, 000
FECS TN, -| Paim-kernel, sunfiower, paim oil 410,448, 000 [ 133,417,000 . 088, 73, 572 009
Nethariands - e Palm, e 128, 295, 000 45, 254, 000 £3, 653, 000 22, £30, 000
Boviet Russia in Europe.... Sunflower seed 81, 547, 000 12, 466, 000 21, 520, 000 9, 129, 000
Canaface ol 0D Pilchard, balibut, and cod-iver. . ———coeveceemanm-- 48, 448, 000 241, 351, 000 503, 466, 000 174, 101, 000
Newfoundland and Labrador. .. .o Sod-lleer, 000 o o Sl R 12, 502, 000 4, 167, 000 10, 411, 000 7,133, 000
AUMERIRC = Copra__._. 150, 110, 000 26, 817, 000 31, 968, 000 4, 643, 000
China___. ... 5 T 1| 124, 163, 000 &6, 171, 000 166, 233, 000 26, 177, 000
Philippine Islands.._. C oil, copra 85, 530, 000 44, 068, 000 125, 702, 000 80, 877, 000
British India...... sped 55, 360, 000 24, 915, 000 149, 332, 000 33, 204, 000
British Malaya..._..... Copta. e oo ) 14, 641, 000 2, 497, 000 239, 164, 000 34, 06, 000
Other Netherland East Indies._______________________ Pag, palm-kernel_ 15, 114, 000 7, 816, 000 32, 868, 000 29, 827, 000
Belgian Congo. SR P 1, 382, 000 487, 000 11, 580, 000 1, 204, 000
Tolal oo 3, 017, 464, 000 937, 539, 000 | 2, 068, 829, 000 607, 257, 000
Total of all United States d i e e 24 000 | 1,611,016,000 | 4,390, 361, 000 1,322, 774, 000
Percent of total to these oi‘ima:g mm hER S » 58 ©0

Bource: Foreign Commerce and Navigation of the United States.
LXXVIII—384
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[From the National Provisioner, Chicago, IIl., Mar. 31, 1934]
PROVISION AND LARD MARKETS—WEEELY REVIEW

MAREET FAIRLY ACTIVE—UNDERTONE EASY—HOG RUN MODERATE—HOGS
STEADY—RELIEF BUYING FACTOR—CASH TRADE MODERATE—GRAIN
WEAKNESS DEPRESSING

Market for hog products continued to display a disappointing
trend. Undertone was easy as a result of scattered selling and
liquidation and less aggressive speculative support., While the hog
run was moderate and hogs steady, the market generally continued
to ignore rellef buying and was influenced, in the main, by weak-
ness in the grain market caused by fears of governmental action
agalnst exchange operations.

Commission-house buying on resting orders was encountered on
the declines, and there was scme buying of lard based on the
relative steadiness in cotton oil. The lard trade was puszzled
somewhat over possible future developments, particularly should
the proposed 8-cent-a-pound tax against imported olls be adopted
by Congress.

There were fears in a great many quarters that foreigners would
take adverse action against lard imports. In fact, Germany further
restricted imports of American products. As a result, the foreign
situation in lard was attracting more atiention. Foreign-exchange
rates ruled rather firm.

HOG PRICES LOWER

Hedge pressure was In evidence at times, but was very moderate.
Professionals appeared to be on both sides of lard. There was
no inclination to press the market owing to fears of possible
inflation developments at Washington. At the same time, the
Lenten season is rapidly drawing to a close, and as a result there
was a tendency to look for considerable improvement in the do-
mestic demand for meats. Some were looking for a fair decrease
in the lard stocks the last half of the present month.

Receipts of hogs at western packing points last week were
867,700 head, compared with 328,400 head the previous week and
396,900 head the same week last year.

Average price of hogs at Chicago at the outset of the week was
425 cents, against 440 cents the previous week, 3.90 cents a year
ago, 4.20 cents 2 years ago, and 7.65 cents 3 years ago. Top price
of hogs at Chicago, however, was very steady, holding around 4.55
cents.

Average welght of hogs received at Chlcago last week was 236
pounds, against 233 pounds the previous week, 247 pounds a year
ago, and 233 pounds 2 years ago.

Reports from the A.AA. from 42 States indicated that between
900,000 and 1,000,000 contracts had been signed to date in the
corn-hog adjustment program. The sign-up campaign is nearing
completion in a number of States. Reports from the major corn-
and hog-producing States indicate that approximately 160,000 con-
tracts have been signed in Iowa, 110,000 in Ilinois, 94,000 in Mis-
sourl, 82,000 in Indiana, 75,000 in Minnesota, 80,000 in Nebraska,
60,000 in Kansas, 60,000 in Ohio, 50,000 in South Dakota, and
53,000 in Wisconsin. In Oklahoma 40,000 are expected to sign up,
and in Texas 25,000 have been signed to date. Colorado expects
a total of 12,000; Tennessee, approximately 20,000.

LARD EXPORTS DROP

Official exports of lard for the week ended March 17 were 5,599,-
000 pounds, against 8,758,000 pounds a year ago. Exports from
January 1 to March 17 have been some 95,477,000 pounds,
against 160,637,000 pounds the same time last year, Of the week's
exports only 786,000 pounds went to Germany, 288,000 pounds to
Cuba, 8,622,000 pounds to the United Kingdom, 489,000 pounds to
other European countries, and 414,000 pounds to other countries.
Exports of hams and shoulders during the week were 207,000
pounds, against 573,000 pounds; bacon, 560,000 pounds against
95,000 pounds; pickled pork, 91,000 pounds agalnst 120,000

ounds.
= The Government was a buyer of hogs in a fair way at Chicago
throughout the week. Aside from maintaining a steady tone to
the hog market, governmental activities in provisions was again
without effect. Passage of the cotton bill was delayed in the Sen-
ate for one reason or another, but the prospects of cotton pro-
duction being limited, with a consequent smaller output of cot-
ton oil, was considered by some as constructive on lard for the
long pull.

Pori: Market was steady, but demand moderate at New York.
Mess was gquoted at $20.25 per barrel; family, $21 per barrel;
fat backs, $15 and $16 per barrel.

MUTUAL INSURANCE COMPANIES AND CAPITAL-STOCEK TAX—
AMENDMENT

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I submit an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by me to House bill 7835, the revenue
bill, which I ask may lie on the table and be printed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will lie on the
table and be printed.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, the House bill contained no
provision levying capital-stock and excess-profits taxes. The
Finance Committee presented an amendment, which has
been adopted by the Senate, providing for a capital-stock
tax of one tenth of 1 percent. Certain exceptions are
made to these capital-stock taxes, and these exemptions are
in section 701 (c), page 238 of the bill. Among the exemp-
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tions are insurance companies subject to the tax imposed
by sections 201 and 204.

However, insurance companies which have no capital
stock whatever, such as mutual companies, and which are
subject to the tax under section 207, are not specifically
exempted.

Since these companies have no capital stock there was
no intention to impose a capital-stock tax on them and,
therefore, this amendment is merely in the nature of a
clarification of that purpose.

In order to accomplish this, all that is necessary is to
change the wording of section 701 (¢) (2), line 16, page 238,
by the addition of the numerals “ 207 ” and the transposi-
tion of the word “ or ” and the addition of a comma.

TAX ON WATCHES—AMENDMENT

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I also submit an amendment
intended to be proposed by me to House bill 7835, the rev-
enue bill, which I ask may lie on the table and be printed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will lie on the
table and be printed.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, the classification of certain
watches as luxury items is unfair. In view of the urgent
need for revenue in 1932, and the assurance that these excise
taxes were temporary, the watch industry submitted without
serious objection to a tax on what it believed to be items of
necessity.

Since the Finance Committee in the case of clocks and
furs has recognized that some items classified as luxuries
are really necessities, the industry feels it is entitled to the
exemption of watches not of the luxury class. This exemp-
tion should at least include watches sold by the manufac-
turer for less than $25.

It would be impossible for many industries to function
without timepieces. For example, railroads cannot operate
unless rigid standards of time are adhered to in the opera-
tion of trains. Every railroad or street-car employee en-
gaged in the operation of trains or cars is required to carry
a carefully regulated watch. This he buys from his wages.
Some 987,000 men come within this category on the steam
railroads alone. In addition to these, nurses, doctors, clerks,
and superintendents in charge of industrial activities must
operate with almost split-second accuracy.

The elimination of this tax would put additional men to
work, as walch manufacturing is 80- to 90-percent labor.

A manufacturers’ tax of $2.50 becomes $7 or $8 by the
time it reaches the consumer,

It appears inconsistent to eliminate the ftax on clocks,
which are now exempt up to $3, and which really represents
clocks that might be classified as luxuries, while classifying
as an item of luxury watches that sell for $5, $10, $20, and
so forth, and which enter into the everyday life of our
citizens.

The revenue derived from the entire jewelry industry last
year amounted to only $3,068,000.

The committee has already exempted clocks, and the
exemption of watches selling for less than $25 would cause
no great loss in revenue, and would be more than compen-
sated for by increased employment.

If the tax on watches classified as necessities is removed,
the increased income from corporation and income taxes
accruing to the Government from increased business and
profits will render the Government a greater return than
now received from this tax.

MOTHER'S DAY

Mr. COPELAND submitted the following resolution (S.Res.
218), which was referred to the Committee on Education and
Labor:

Whereas by House Joint Resolution 263, approved and signed by
President Wilson, May 8, 1914, the second Sunday in May of each
year has been designated as Mother's Day for the expression of our
love and reverence for the mothers of our country; and

‘Whereas there are throughout our land today an unprecedent-
edly large number of mothers and dependent children who, be-
cause of unemployment or loss of their bread earners, are lacking
many of the necessities of life: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the President of the United States is hereby
authorized and requested to issue a proclamation calling upon cur




1934

citizens to express, on Mother's Day this year, our love and rever-
ence for motherhood;

(a) By the customary display of the United States flag on all
Government buildings, homes, and other suitable places;

(b) By the usual fokens and messages of affection to our
mothers; and

(c) By making contributions, in honor of our mothers, through
our churches or other fraternal and welfare agencies, for the relief
and welfare of such mothers and children as may be in need of the
necessities of life.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE OF A RESOLUTION
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I ask that Senate Reso-
lution 198, creating a select committee fo investigate charges
against the superintendent of the Shiloh National Park,
Tenn., be referred to the Commitiee on Military Affairs.
It was referred to the Commiftee to Audit and Control the
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, but under a later rule
it is required to go fo the Military Affairs Committee, and I
ask unanimous consent that the Committee to Audit and
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate may be dis-
charged from the further consideration of the resolution and
that it be referred to the Committee on Military Affairs
before being considered by the Audit and Control Committee.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

ADDITIONAL CLERICAL ASSISTANCE FOR SENATORS

Mr. BYRNES. I ask unanimous consent for the present
consideration of Senate Resolution 213, which I send to the
desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be read.

The legislative clerk read the resolution (S.Res. 213) sub-
mitted by Mr. ByrNes on March 22, 1934, and reported from
the Committee fo Audit and Conftrol the Contingent Ex-
penses of the Senate, as follows:

Resolved, That whenever, during the remainder of the present
sesslon of Congress, a Senator, having no more than four em-
ployees in his clerical force, or in that of the committee of which
he is chairman, shall file with the Chairman of the Committee to
Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate a state-
ment showing the necessity for an additional clerical assistant to
enable him to discharge the duties of his office, such Senator may
appoint one assistant clerk to be pald from the contingent fund
of the Senate at $1,800 per annum until the end of the present
sesslon of Congress.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of the resolution.

Mr. BYRNES. I offer an amendment to the resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The LeGISLATIVE CLERK. On line 2, after the word “ Sen-
ator ”, it is proposed to strike out “having no more than
four employees in his clerical force, or in that of the com-
mittee of which he is chairman.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from South Carolina,.

The amendment was agreed to.

The resolution, as amended, was agreed fo.

NATIONAL RECOVERY—THE NEW DEAL'S BALANCE SHEET

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I ask to have printed in the
Recorp and to lie on the table an editorial appearing in the
New York Daily News of March 11, 1934, having relation to
the National Recovery Administration and to the new deal’s
balance sheet.

There being no objection, the editorial was ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed in the Recorb, as follows:

NATIONAL RECOVERY ADMINISTRATION—THE NEW DEAL'S BALANCE SHEET
[An editorial appearing in the New York Daily News, Mar. 11, 1934]

We all know that some groups in our social and economic system
have profited from the new deal; some large groups.

Workers working shorter hours at the same or only a little less
pay have profited. Farmers paid by the Government for reducing
or swearing they have reduced acreage have profited. So have
millions of people on C.W.A.,, C.C.C., or other forms of Govern-
ment relief. So have employers who before the NR.A, were being
undercut by unfair competitors employing child labor or using
other cutthroat competition methods.
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Naturally, few complaints are heard from these pecple about
the new deal—except in the form of howls for an even bigger and
faster new deal.

Who's losing under the new deal, if anybody is, up to now?

The bulk of the complaining is being done by industrialists;
business people who say the money to pay for all these benefits is
belng gouged out of their pockets without adequate return.

It sounds reasonable, and it has worried many people; has made
them fear that industry can't carry the burden indefinitely, and
will sooner or later be forced into curtailed activity if not into
wide-spread bankruptcies.

The National City Bank of New York has just published a table
of figures which ought to console a lot of people who are worried
about the new deal’s dollars-and-cents outlook.

This table shows comparative profits or losses rolled up in 37
major industrial groups in the years 1932 and 1933. It is worth
running through rather carefully, we think. The letter D means
that old 1932 devil deficit; figures without a D mean profits.

Net profi
Number £ Po/Ne
Industry of con-
k] 1632 1933

Agricultural implements. _ . . o ooeeeeaae 7 P $15,375,000 | D $8 645, 000
ATiearnante > Sl s m S e 10| D2 686, 000 D 1, 252 000
Ap 1 9| D7, 648, 000 1, 720, 000
y 9 | D 13,005,000 [ 80,127, 000
J 29 | D 10, 958, 000 D 829, 000
Bakery...--cen-- 17 27, 008, 000 23, 620, 000
Building materials 35 | D12 920, 000 D g, 192, 000
Chemicals_.____ 13 [ 34,708,000 | 53,511,000
CoalminIng 11 304, 000 2, 702, 000
Confections, beverages. . ... cooeenens 16 2, 998, 000 10, 556, 000
Cotton mills__ 36 | D8, 478, 000 « 7,813,000
Progs, sundeies: ..l 10 13, 044, 000 12, 80, 000
Eleetrical equipment . . oo 23 | D3 847,000 D 3 196, 000
Food produects.. 7 37 44, (25, 000 52, 711, 000
Household supplies 3 19 8, 650, 000 14, 441, 000
Iron, steel 35 [P 138,020,000 | D 64, 226,000
Machinery, tools 50 | D 20,341,000 | D 10, 195, 000
Meat 1 18 | D 2,059, 000 22, 347, 000
Merchandise, chain stores 17 41, 83, 000 58, 760, 0C0
Merchandise, department stores_..___..._... 12 | D 3§ 064,000 98, 000
Merchandise, wholesale. .. _oooooooeoamee 25 | D 4,868 000 7, 452, (00
18 2, 091, 000 11, 051, 000
7 1, 008, 000 5, 628, 000
20 D 318, 000 3, 637, 000
25 10, 531, 000 16, 852, 000
12 6, 520, 000 1, 550, 000
156 | D 16,340,000 | P 11,314, 000
10 D 79, 000 D §42, 000
14 | D 3,052, 000 10, 722, 000
1 3, 206, D00 12, 240, 000
16 | D2 145, 000 2, 687, 000
12 1, 573, 000 3, 140, 000
21 | D 12,187, 000 11, 193, 000
18 71, 029, 000 b1, 779, 000
7 | D4, 795000 8, 473, 000
102 | D 17, 520, 000 46, 201, 000
b4 3, 148, 000 3, 034, 000
Total. D 45,802,000 | 440, 643, 000

There we have the balance sheet on the new deal's first year,
It totals up to a net deficit for America’s major industries in 1932
of almost $46,000,000, as against a net profit in 1933 of $440,000,000.

These figures show that the new deal in its first year began
making money not only for labor and agriculture but for large
and important elements of business; that it began paying its own
way, by and large, from the start.

We think a lot of industrial erifics of the new deal would do
well to stop squawking and pay more attention to cultivating the
new home markets the new deal is opening up for them.

ARMY DAY

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, tomorrow will be Army
Day. In reference thereto, I send to the desk two letters,
which I ask to have read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the clerk will
read, as requested.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, March 2, 1934.
Lt. Col. GeorcE E. IyAMs,
Commander in Chief Military Order of the World War,
Washington, D.C.
My Dear CoroNEL IJams: The celebration of Army Day on
April 6 each year, commemorating as it does our entrance into
the World War, indicates, in part, the gratitude of our Nation to
our Army, which so valiantly has served this country in its every
emergency.
I wish to offer on this Army Day my best wishes to the men
comprising the components of our land forces, the Regular Army,
the National Guard, and the Organized Reserves.

Very sincerely yours,
FraneLiN D. RoOOSEVELT.
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Narrowar HEZADQUARTERS,
MrrrrARY OnbER oF THE WoRLD WAR,
Washington, D.C., April 3, 1934.
Hon. Morrrs SHEPPARD,
Chairman Military Affairs Committee,
United States Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEear Senator SHEPPARD: On Friday, April 6, there will be cele-
brated Army Day, the sixteenth anniversary of America’s entrance
into the World War.

Army Day, which was Inaugurated 6 years ago by the Military
Order of the World War and which has ever since been sponsored
by our organization, will be celebrated throughout the United
States and its insular possessions by parades, drills, meetings,
and banquets, the purpose being to once a year bring to the
attention of our citizens the ideals of the Army and what it
stands for in times of peace.

The President of the United States, as well as the Governors of
our several States and mayors of our various cities, have issued
statements and proclamations in honor of the day.

I am taking the liberty of enclosing herewith a photographic
copy of President Roosevelt’s statement, which, together with
this letter may be incorporated in the ConNcrEssioNAL REcOrRD of
April 5, for the interest of the Members of the United States
Benate,

There will be a large parade of military, National Guard, cadet,
and veteran organizations which will pass the east plaza of the
Capitol promptly at 1:30 p.m. on the afternoon of April 6. Those
Members of the Senate who are interested are cordially invited to
review the parade from the Capitol steps. It will take not more
than 1 hour to pass.

With every good wish, I am, sincerely yours,
Epwin S. BETTELHEIM, JT.

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, I hope all Senators who

can cdnveniently do so will repair to the Capitol steps to-
morrow at 1:30 o’clock p.m. and view the Army Day parade.

DISPOSITION OF INDIAN LANDS

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, the last time we had a
call of the calendar in the Senate, Senate bill no. 1135,
having to do with a new plan for determining the heirs of
deceased Indians and the disposition of their property, was
passed. It is an administration bill. I find that an identi-
cal bill was passed by the House and is now with the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs. That is the bill (H.R. 5075) to
amend section 1 of the act entitled “An act to provide for
determining the heirs of deceased Indians, for the disposi-
tion and sale of allotments of deceased Indians, for the leas-
ing of allotments, and for other purposes”, approved June
25, 1910, as amended.

I ask unanimous consent that the Committee on Indian
affairs be discharged from further consideration of the
House bill (No. 5075) the title of which I have just read.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there objection? The Chair
hears none.

Mr. FRAZIER. I now ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of the House bill.

Mr., ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator from
North Dakota explain what the bill is?

Mr. FRAZIER. It is an administration bill having to do
with determining the heirs of deceased Indians and the
disposition of their property by a better method than pre-
vailed under the old law.

Mr. ASHURST. I have no objection.

There being no objection, the bill (HR. 5075) to amend
section 1 of the act entitled “An act to provide for deter-
mining the heirs of deceased Indians, for the disposition
and sale of allotments of deceased Indians, for the leasing of
allotments, and for other purposes”, approved June 25,
1910, as amended, was considered, ordered to a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed, as fcllows:

Be it enacted, etc, That section 1 of the act entitled “An act
to provide for determining the heirs of deceased Indians, for the
disposition and sale of allotments of deceased Indians, for the
leasing of allotments, and for other purposes” (38 Stat. 855),
be, and the same is hereby, amended to read as follows:

“That when any Indian to whom an allotment of land has
been made, or may hereafter be made, dies before the expiration
of the trust period and before the issuance of a fee simple patent,
without having made a will disposing of sald allotment as here-
inafter provided, the Secretary of the Interior, upon notice and
hearing, under such rules as he may prescribe, shall ascertain
the legal heirs of such decedent, and his decision thereon shall
be final and conclusive. If the Secretary of the Interior decides
the heir or heirs of such decedent competent to their
own affairs, he shall issue to such heir or heirs a patent in fee

for the allotment of such decedent; if he shall decide one or
more of the heirs to be Incompetent, he may, in his discretion,
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cause such lands to be sold: Provided, That if the Secretary of
the Interior shall find that the lands of the decedent are capable
of partition to the advantage of the heirs, he may cause the
shares of such as are competent, upon their petition, to be set
aside and patents in fee to be issued to them therefor, All sales
of lands allotted to Indians authorized by this or any other act
thall be made under such rules and regulations and upon such
terms as the Secretary of the Interior may prescribe, and he shall
require a deposit of 10 percent of the purchase price at the time
of the sale. Should the purchaser fail to comply with the terms
of sale prescribed by the Secretary of the Interior, the amount
so pald shall be forfeited; In case the balance of the purchase
price is to be paid on such deferred payments, all payments made,
together with all interest paid on such deferred installments,
shall be so forfeited for faflure to comply with the terms of the
sale. All forfeitures shall inure to the benefit of the allottes
or his heirs. Upon payment of the purchase price in full the
Secretary of the Interior shall cause to be issued to the purchaser
patent in fee for such land: Provided, That the proceeds of the
sale of inherited lands shall be paid to such heir or heirs as
may be competent and held in trust subject to use and expendi-
ture during the trust period for such heir or heirs as may be
incompetent as their respective interests shall appear: Provided
Jurther, That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized,
in his discretion, to issue a certificate of competency, upon appli-
cation therefor, to any Indlan, or in case of his death to his
heirs, to whom a patent in fee containing restrictions on aliena-
tion has been, or may hersafter be, issued, and such certificate
shall have the effect of removing the restrictions on allenation
contained in such patent: Provided further, That hereafter any
United States Indian agent, superintendent, or other disb
agent of the Indian Service may deposit Indian moneys, indi-
vidual or tribal, coming into his hands as custodian, in such bank
or banks as he may select: Provided, That the bank or banks so
selected by him shall first execute to the said disbursing agent
a bond, with approved surety, in such amount as will properly
safeguard the funds to be deposited. Such bonds shall be subject
to the approval of the Secretary of the Interior.”

Mr, FRAZIER. Mr. Precident, I now enter a motion to
reconsider the vote by which the identical Senate bill no.
1135 was passed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion will be entered.

Mr. FRAZIER. I move that the House be requested to
return to the Senate the Senate bill no. 1135.

The motion was agreed to.

AMERICA MUST DEFEND HERSELF—ARTICLE BY HON. JAMES W.
GERARD

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I send to the desk an
article appearing in Liberty magazine of the issue of April 7,
1934, by Hon. James W. Gerard, former United States
Ambassador to Germany, entitled “America Must Defend
Herself ”, which I ask to have printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From Liberty, Apr. 7, 1934]

“AmEeRICA MUST DEFEND HERSELF "—A PLEA FOR AN EcoNOMIC
DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE

(By James W. Gerard, chalrman of the Committee for America
Self-Contained, former United States Ambassador to Germany)

Last year Japan swamped the United States with 79,000,000 elec-
tric-light bulbs. Japan can undersell American manufacturers
because of her low standard of living. However, it is not only the
Japanese against whom America must defend herself industrially
but the whole world.

The committee of which I am chairman is submitting the fol-
lowing principles to the American people:

1. America’s interests are basically different from those of other
nations,

We must start by solving our own problems.

2. Science has made America self-contained.

There are now very few essentials that we cannot grow or make.
Consequently we are free to choose our international trade con-
tacts and to import and export at will.

3. Self-containment spells plenty for Americans.

Once we are free from entangling alllances we can distribute our
plentiful resources among our own people,

4. We can abolish our poverty only by freeing ourselves from the
world’s poverty.

le?wmla the time to build for the future of the American standard
Q ving.

5. We must put our foreign trade on a sound bookkeeping basis.

Call it barter if you will. It is a matter of simple arithmetic.
We need coffee, tea, rubber, cocoa, sugar, raw sllk, some tropical
fruits, tin, manganese, and some lesser metals. Aside from these,
we can produce everything we need within our own borders. We
can dispense with sllk by substituting rayon. We can grow tropi-
cal fruit in our own possessions. We are progressing toward self-
containment in potash and nitrates; looking forward to it even in
rubber. However, for some things we depend upon foreign na-
tions, and will for some time to come. But we can choose the
markets from which to buy. We should never buy where we can-
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not sell. And we propose to reserve for American labor the manu-
facture of our raw materials.

Above all, as Samuel Crowther points out in his book, America
Belf-Contained, we must extricate ourselves from economic illu-
sion. The war loans turned us " export crazy." We set out to
capture the trade of the world. Had we kept bookkeeping accounts
of these transactions we might have asked ourselves whether our
debtors would have the capacity to pay in money, or how they
could repay us in goods without crippling or destroying American
industries. We leafned nothing even after the crash of 1920. We
kept no internmational ledger. By 1924 our bankers were again
squandering loans abroad. Three crusades followed:

The crusade of salesmen—who found that they could sell any-
thing anywhere on credit.

The bankers' crusade. They found no bad credit risks anywhere.

The crusade of captains of industry. Among other things, they
installed plants abroad which manufactured articles we had for-
merly supplied.

The De; nt of Commerce estimates our private-long-term
investments abroad by the end of 1932 at more than $15,000,000,000.
We proceeded on the theory that the money which we were so
freely scattering in Europe would purchase American goods. The
facts do not support this theory. The exports by no means
increased with the loans. Much of the money went to purchase
American securities and to create demand deposits, which amounted
to some $3,000,000,000 in 1929. This means, according to Mr.
Crowther, that we gave to foreigners the right to claim and ship
overseas practically the entire gold stock of the United States. In
other words, we gave to foreign interests the right to control our
domestic credit.

Nor is this all. Part of our money was used to equip foreign
plants with American machinery which eventually made foreign
countries Independent of our products. We shipped goods for
1 O U's. We lent money to destroy our own business.

What we need is a broad tariff policy adapted to the principles
of self-containment. To have this:

1. Raise tariffs upon all manufactured goods to such heights
that all foreign goods will be put into the extreme luxury class.

2. Prohibit the import of any raw materials which we mine or
grow or that our chemistry can now produce.

3. Certain safeguards would have to be taken to avold incon-
veniences caused by shortages. There is no point, furthermore, in
striving for self-containment at one bound. Since we do not need
to purchase from abroad, our imports would be incidental to
collecting debts.

Taking the 1922-26 averages, our restricted imports would
amount to about one and one half billions as against nearly four
billions during the same period. The actual amount, however,
would be regulated by the reading in our international balance.

President Roosevelt's note to the London Conference emphasized
the basic idea of American self-containment., The National
Recovery Act is a step in the same direction.

Through perfect balance, free of disruptive foreign influence
and with all international money dealings passing through and
visaed by the Federal Reserve banks, we would control all factors
in our domestic economy and plentifully distribute our great
wealth among ourselves. Then, and only then, shall we cease to
be at the mercy of too much or too little rain in far parts of the
earth, or of speculators in continental bourses.

We have paid and shall continue to pay dearly for our mistakes,
We should profit by them. We know the factors with which we
must deal. We see the direction in which our recovery and
prosperity lie. United, we must head that way.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Hal-
tigan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had
disagreed to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (HR.
8402) to place the cotton industry on a sound commercial
basis, to prevent unfair competition and practices in putting
cotton into the channels of interstate and foreign commerce,
to provide funds for paying additional benefits under the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, and for other purposes, re-
quested a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Jongs, Mr.
Furmer, Mr. DoxgEy, Mr. Horg, and Mr. KINZER Were ap-
pointed managers on the part of the House at the con-
ference.

The message also announced that the House had passed
the bill (S. 326) referring the claims of the Turtle Mountain
Band or Bands of Chippewa Indians of North Dakota to the
Court of Claims for adjudication and settlement with an
amendment, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

The message further announced that the House had passed
the following bills, in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 7T060. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Columbia
River near The Dalles, Oreg.;
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H.R. 7801, An act fo extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Columbia
River at or near The Dalles, Oreg.;

H.R. T803. An act authorizing the city of East St. Louis,
Il., its successors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and
operate a toll bridge across the Mississippi River at or
near a point between Morgan and Wash Streets, in the city
of St. Louis, Mo., and a point opposite thereto in the city of
East St. Louis, I1l.;

H.R. 8040. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Iowa State Highway Commission and the Missouri Highway
Department to maintain a free bridge already constructed
across the Des Moines River near the city of Keokuk, Iowa;

H.R.8237. An act to legalize a bridge across Black River
at or near Pocahontas, Ark.; and

H.R.8477. An act authorizing the State Road Commission
of West Virginia to construct, maintain, and operate a toll
bridge across the Potomac River at or near Shepherdstown,
Jefferson County, W.Va.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles
and referred to the Commitiee on Commerce:

H.R.7060. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Columbia
River near The Dalles, Oreg.;

H.R.7801. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Columbia
River at or near The Dalles, Oreg.;

H.R.7803. An act authorizing the city of East St. Louis,
111, its successors and assigns, to construct, maintain, and
operate a foll bridge across the Mississippi River at or
near a point between Morgan and Wash Streets, in the city
of St. Louis, Mo., and & point opposite thereto in the city of
East St. Louis, Ill.;

H.R. 8040. An act granting the consent of Congress to the
Iowa State Highway Commission and the Missouri Highway
Department to maintain a free bridge already constructed
across the Des Moines River near the city of Keokuk, Iowa;

H.R.8237. An act to legalize a bridge across Black River
at or near Pocahontas, Ark.; and

H.R. 8477. An act authorizing the State Road Commission
of West Virginia to construct, maintain, and operate a toll
bridge across the Potomac River at or near Shepherdstown,
Jefferson County, W.Va.

INTERNAL-REVENUE TAXATION

The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H.R.
7835) to provide revenue, equalize taxation, and for other
purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair does not know
whether the Senator from Louisiana desires recognition at
this time or not. The REecorp shows that a unanimous-
consent agreement was entered into on yesterday afternoon,
to which the Senator from Louisiana said he would agree,
provided he was recognized this morning. Is the Senator
from Louisiana seeking recognition?

Mr. LONG. I am.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Louisiana is
recognized.

Mr. CLAREK. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisi-
ana yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. CLARE. I send to the desk two amendments fo the
pending bill, which I ask to have printed in the Recorp for
information, and to be printed and lie on the table.

The amendments submitted by Mr. Crarx are as follows:

Amendment intended to be propesed by Mr. CrAaRx to the bill
(H.R. 7835) to provide revenue, equalize taxation, and for other
purposes, viz: On page 13, line 14, strike out “in excess of the
credit against net income provided in section 26.”

On page 14, at the end of line 20, insert the following:

* Interest upon obligations of the United States or its posses-
sions, or of any State, Territory, or any political subdivision
thereof, or the District of Columbia; or upon obligations of any

instrumentality of the United States or any possession thereof, or
of any instrumentality of any State, Territory, or any political
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subdivision thereof, or of the District of Columbia, shall be in-
cluded in gross income.”

On page 16, beginning with line 23, strike out through line 19,
on page 17.

On page 19, beginning In line 23, strike out “on indebtedness
Incurred or continued to purchase or carry, or the proceeds of
which were used to purchase or carry, obligations or securities
(other than obligations of the United States lssued after Sep-
tember 24, 1917, and originally subscribed for by the taxpayer)
the interest upon which i{s wholly exempt from the taxes imposed
by this title, or.”

On page 30, strike out lines 5 to 17, inclusive.

On page 33, strike out lines 12 to 18, inclusive.

On page 137, lines 16 and 17 and lines 21 and 22, strike out “In
excess of the credit provided in subsection (¢) of this section.”

On page 138, strike out lines 1 to 8, inclusive.

On page 138, strike out beginning with line 24 down through
line 2, on page 139.

On page 141, sirike out after “indebtedness”, in line 8, down
through * title ", in line 14.

On page 146, strike out lines 9 to 12, inclusive.

On page 146, strike out beginning in line 23 down through line
3, on page 147.

On page 159, line 10, strike out “ in addition to the credit pro-
vided in section 26 ".

On page 245, after line 13, insert the following: “If the appli-
cation of this act with respect to the taxation of the interest
upon any obligation of the United States or its possessions, or of
any State, Territory, or any political subdivision thereof, or the
District of Columbia, or upon any obligation of any instrumental-
ity of the United States or any possession thereof, or of any in-
strumentality of any State, Territory, or any political subdivi-
sion thereof, or of the District of Columbia, is held unconstitu-
tional, so that the interest on such obligation is held to be wholly
exempt from Federal income taxation, no deduction shall be al-
lowed on interest pald or accrued within the taxable year on
indebtedness incurred or continued to purchase or carry such
obligation.”

Amendment intended to be proposed by Mr. Crark to the bill
(HR. 7835) to provide revenue, equalize taxation, and for other
purposes, viz: On page 237, after line 20, to insert the following:

“ SEc. —. Termination of tax on certain imported articles: The
tax imposed by the following paragraphs of section 601(c) of the
Revenue Act of 1932 shall not apply to articles imported after the
date of the enactment of this act: Paragraph (1) (relating to
lubricating oils); paragraph (4) (relating to crude petroleum and
refined products thereof); paragraph (5) (relating to coal); para-
graph (6) (relating to lumber); and paragraph (7) (relating to
copper and copper products).

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Louisiana yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Louisiana
yield to the Senator from New York?

Mr. LONG. I yield.

Mr. COPELAND. May I ask the Senator in charge of the
bill a question?

Mr. HARRISON. Certainly.

Mr. COPELAND. This morning I was approached by
gentlemen interested in furs. They seem fo be quite dis-
tressed over a section of the bill adopted yesterday. What
can the Senator from Mississippi tell me about that section?

Mr. HARRISON. What happened with reference to fur
was that the House made no change in the text of the bill
as reported to the House. When the bill came o the Sen-
ate Committee on Finance, the commitiee recommended
that furs of $20 or less in value be exempted from the tax,
and that provision was adopted yesterday by the Senate.

Mr. COPELAND. That is to say, those interested in the
fur business are that much better off than they were under
the bill as it came from the House?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes.

Mr. COPELAND. Was the committee in unity in the
belief that that was the best that could be done?

Mr. HARRISON. That was their uniform belief.

Mr. COPELAND. Does the Senator believe it would be
useless for me to press the matter further at this time?

Mr. HARRISON. I am afraid the Senator might lose
what we have gained.

Mr. COPELAND. Then, I think perhaps I had better not
press it further, I thank the Senator.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state it.

Mr. FESS. Are we operating under a limitation of de-
bate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Yes; and the Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. Lonc] has had the floor 4 minutes.
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I did not know my time was
being used. However, I am not going to need the entire 30
minutes to which I am entitled.

On yesterday my friend the senior Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Fess] propounded a question to me, the full effect of
which I did not grasp at the time, and I did not make the
answer which I would have made had I understood his
inquiry. I want to take the opportunity while the Senator
from Ohio is here to give him a better answer. I have quite
a little authority for the answer which I am going to make.

The Senator from Ohio wanted to know what is going to
be done with men like the man who runs the National Cash
Register business and other equally important men of that
type. The Senator seems to think that any effort to strike
ab the amount of fortunes such men hold is an indictment
against the men themselves. Yet the facts are that these
men are today enveloping themselves in a sea that is par-
alyzed in business. They cannot trade with one another
and go very far.

I venture the statement today that a large part of the
physical property of Mr. Patterson, of the National Cash
Register Co., is tied up in his own plants. He has probably
spent in that way a great deal of the earnings he has had
in other lines before this year. Today these very men, big
and strong as they are, find themselves with nobody for
customers except themselves; that is, to an extent that is not
compensatory in the businesses they are operating.

I found last night a book from which I quoted sometime
ago, and I took occasion to extract a few paragraphs from
it. I am going to ask the clerk to read the extract. I have
digested several hundred pages into a couple of typewritten
sheets, and I hope I may have the careful attention of the
Senafe as the clerk reads.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
read, as requested.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

[Extracted from the Epic of America, by James Truslow Adams]

Conditions adapted for a more or less equalitarian soclety, com=-
bined with the new technology, began to create an unprecedented
gulf between the wage earner and the inciplent billionaire,
¢ * * The size of individual fortunes had been growing with
each pgeneration * * * in an alarming degree. * * *
There seemed room for everything except the heart of man and
the old independence of the individual to work out his own life
and scale of values * * * (prior to 1914). We had our minds
intensely focused on moral problems and the effort to work out
ways and means of making our own land a better and cleaner one
in all its aspects. * ®* * The progress that was at last being
made in controlling instead of destroying big business all seemed
to promise the nearer fulfillment of the American dream. BSud-
denly the whole of western European civilization appeared to
have burst into flames. * * *

Statistics when used nationally can be very misleading, and
although it was true that the national wealth had been enor-
mously increased and that the country was prosperous, the new
wealth was very unevenly distributed. * * * In a modern
industrial state an economic base is essential for all. We point
with pride to our national income, but the Nation is only an
aggregate of individual men and women, and when we turn from
the single figure of total income to the incomes of individuals,
we find a marked injustice in its distribution. There is no
reason why wealth, which is a social product, should not be
more equitably controlled and distributed in the interests of
soclety, ¢ % ¢

A system that steadlly increases the gulf between the ordinary
man and the superrich, that permits the resources of society to
be gathered into personal fortunes that afford their owners mil-
lons of income a year, with only the chance that here and there
a few may be moved to confer some of their surplus upon the
public in ways chosen wholly by themselves, is assuredly a waste-
full and unjust system. * * * Nor is it likely to be volun-
tarily altered by those who benefit most by it. No ruling class
has ever willingly abdicated.

The members of the Morgan and Rockefeller groups together
(about 1903—it is far worse now) held 341 directorships in 113
banks, rallroads, insurance, and other corporations, having aggre-
gate resources under their control of $22,245,000,000. In an after-
dinner speech, one of the group made the tactical mistake of
declaring that It had been sald that the business of the United
States was then controlled by 12 men, of whom he was one, and
that the statement was true. This remark, made among friends,
was deleted from the printed report of the speech when given to
the public, but the public was well enough aware of the general
situation without such an admission. Never before had such
colossal power concentrated so rapidly into the hands of a few,

Without objection, the clerk will
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whether we consider the resources and income at their command,
the population affected by their orders and acts, or the millions
of persons in their direct employ.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, that statement was made in
1903 at & meeting of bankers. As the incident is recorded
by Mr. Adams in his very splendid bock called “ The Epic of
America ”, one of them rose and said:

The statement has been made that 12 men in America control
all of its business.

He said:
I am here to tell you that that Is true, and I am one of the 12.

That statement was deleted from some of the current
newspaper reports; but the fact that it was made is well
known, and it is recorded by Mr. Adams in this splendid
book that has been given to the country. Today there is
only one difference: Instead of there being 12 men who
control the business of America, Mr. President, there prob-
ably are not more than 4 today.

‘When you go outside the pale of influence in business of
the Rockefeller families and the Morgan connections and
the Mellon connections you go outside the business of Amer-
ica; and their influence even extends into foreign countries.

There is not a business in America today, there is not any
kind of an industry in America today; there are not in the
whole United States today as many people as could be put
on the soil of this city alone, whose business is not directly
or indirectly controlled by the three fortune-holding ele-
ments of Morgan, Mellon, and Rockefeller. The only differ-
ence is that today there are 3 instead of 12. There is not
a single institution of any magnitude at all in America
today that is not in their grasp and in their control; and,
beyond that, their influence is such that it affects every-
thing else, regardless of how little or how big it is, even to
the tie hacker who works away in the woods by himself.

I spoke so long on this subject yesterday afternoon that
I am going to conclude by sending up to the desk what I
extracted from the Bible last night in addition to what I
handed in yesterday.

The laws of the Scripture which I gave to the Senate yes-
terday are in the report of the speech I made. There ‘were
certain things enjoined upon us and certain things for-
bidden by these laws. In addition, there was a statement
as to what would happen to a country that observed these
laws, and what would happen to a country that did not
observe these laws. I am going to send to the desk some
further extracts I have made, and ask the clerk to give me
the benefit of his voice in. reading them.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the clerk will
read, as requested.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

If ye walk in my statutes * * *
to the full, and dwell in your land safely.

And I will give peace in the land, and ye shall lie down, and

none shall make you afraid.
L] L] - - L] - L]

And if ye shall despise my statutes, or * * * break my cove-
nant * * * T will even appoint over you terror, consumption,
and the burning ague * * * and cause sorrow of heart.
(Leviticus 26:3-17.)

Who gave Jacob for a spoil, and Israel to the robbers? did
not the Lord * * *? for they would not walk in His ways,
nelther were they obedient unto His law. (Isalah 42:24.)

Did not Moses give you the law, and yet none of you keepeth
the law? (St. John 7:18.)

Mr. LONG. And thus, today, America ignores God’s law;
it allows all wealth and income to be concentrated in the
hands of the few, while the millions starve in the midst of
plenty.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. La ForLETTEL.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I note the absence of the

Senafor from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison]; and I suggest
the absence of a gquorum.

ye shall eat your bread
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The absence of a quorum being
suggested, the clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Adams Copeland Johnson Patterson
Ashurst Costigan Eean Pape

Austin Couzens Keyes Reed
Bachman Davis Eing Reynolds
Balley Dickinson La Follette Robinson, Ark.
Bankhead Dieterich Lewis Robinson, Ind,
Barbour Dill Logan Russell
Barkley Duffy Lonergan Bchall

Black Erickson Long Sheppard
Bone Fess McAdoo Bhipstead
Borah Fletcher McCarran Smith

Brown FPrazier MeGill Steiwer
Bulkley George McEellar Thomas, Okla.
Bulow Gibson McNary Thomas, Utah
Byrd Goldsborough Metcalf Thompson
Byrnes Gore Murphy Townsend
Capper Hale Neely Tydings
Caraway Harrison Norbeck Vandenberg
Carey Hastings Norris Van Nuys
Clark Hatch Nye Wagner
Connally Hayden O'Mahoney Walsh
Coolidge Hebert Overton White

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-eight Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is present. The question
is on the amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
La FoLLETTE].

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I desire to make a brief
statement as to the differences between the amendment
offered by the Senator from Wisconsin and the action of
the Committee on Finance, as well as of the House.

I shall make no attempt to reply to surplus remarks made
on yesterday. I shall offer no defense of what this side of
the aisle did during the Hoover administration. It needs
no defense on the part of good Democrats, and I am sure
the country appreciates the fact, when men charged with a
high responsibility here attempt to cooperate in trying to
bring this country back to economic normalcy.

Of course, the leader on this side of the aisle needs no
eulogy from me, because what is in my heart, my estimate
of him and his labors and services here, are shared by every
Member of the Senate on both sides of the aisle, with pos-
sibly one exception.

Mr. LONG. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BarLey in the chair).
Does the Senator from Mississippi yield to the Senator from
Louisiana?

Mr, HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. LONG. In speaking of the leadership, I had more
particularly in mind, as well as anybody else, the Senator
from Mississippi. I was not speaking only of the Senator
from Arkansas. When I spoke of the leadership, I think
the Senator knows I cerfainly had him in mind for the tax
policy he has pursued. He need make no defense of anyone
else; let him take care of himself,

Mr. HARRISON. I am glad the Senator looks on me as
being included in the leadership. But if others care no more
about his estimate of me than I care about it, it makes no
difference, because in my view the opinion of the Senator
from Louisiana is less respected by the Membership of this
body as a whole and by the country than that of any other
Senator here.

Now, Mr. President, I desire fo proceed.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President——

Mr. HARRISON, I wish to proceed.

Mr. LONG. A parliamentary inquiry. Would it be per-
tinent for it to be shown that the people of Mississippi
thought so liftle of the Senator’s opinions as to elect as
Governor someone other than the candidate of the Senator?

Mr. HARRISON. The people of Mississippi have been
quite generous to me. I have never been defeated for
political office yet, and I will be a candidate for reelection
when the time comes.

Now, Mr. President, I desire to discuss the matter before
us. Men honestly differ on the question of the rates of
taxation which should be imposed. I have the highest re-
gard for the opinions of those Senators who believe that
high surtaxes should be imposed, because in most instances




6082

they believe that that is the proper thing to do. Those of
us who do not support every amendment that is offered to
increase the high surtaxes should not be put in the cate-
gory of those who are not in favor of the imposition of fair
and equitable taxes. The history of the Democratic Party
shows that it believes in the income tax, that it believes it
is a fair tax, and that people should pay according to
ability to pay.

It was not so long ago, in 1913, that the first income tax
was imposed, and at that time the normal tax was 1 per-
cent. In 1916 it was raised to 2 percent. Following that
the taxes were increased, and just for the Recorp and for
the information of Senators I shall give the figures.

In 1918 when the war was on and we needed money, we
increased the normal rates to 6 and 12 percent, and the
surtax to 65 percent. That is the highest surtax we have
ever imposed in the history of the country.

When the Treasury began fo recoup we immediately re-
duced the normal rates to 4 and 8 percent, leaving the surtax
at 65 percent until 1921. Then we began to pile up sur-
pluses, as the Senate remembers, and in 1922 we all joined,
without division, in reducing the income taxes. In other
words, the opinion was that no country could prosper if it
tried to exact more taxes from the people than were re-
quired for the ordinary expenses of the Government; and
that is a very just principle to follow, and a very true
theory.

In 1924, 2 years later, when surpluses were piling up, and
the country was more prosperous, we reduced the normal
rates still further, to 2, 4, and 6 percent, and reduced the
surtax to 40 percent.

In 1930 we reduced the normal rates again, to 14 and
3 and 5 percent, and the surtax down to as low as 20 percent.

In 1932 we needed money, and we increased the taxes
again, the normal rates from 1'%, 3, and 5 percent to 4
and 8 percent, and we increased the surtax in the highest
brackets from 20 percent to 55 percent, and today under the
law the highest surtaxes are 63 percent.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, may we have order
in the Chamber? I am sure every Senator wishes to hear
the remarks of the Senator from Mississippi.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senate will be in order.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr, President, the highest surtax to-
day in the highest brackets is 63 percent. In other words,
63 cents out of every dollar, in the highest brackets, goes
into the Treasury of the United States in the form of in-
come tax. We are not letting wealth get out so badly in
that regard.

In the pending bill we have reduced the normal tax, in
order to catch the tax-exempt securities, from 8 to 4 per-
cent, and we have given a corresponding increase in sur-
taxes, making the surtax 59 percent. So, if the committee
amendment shall be agreed to and this bill shall be enacted,
in the highest brackets 63 cents out of every dollar will be
paid to the Federal Government. So no one can say that
we are not making wealth pay its just proportion of the
expense of running the Government.

In addition to that, Mr. President, in the bill we have
increased the existing 1-percent penalty on consolidated
returns of corporations to 2 percent, and the last time we
passed a revenue bill we increased the rate on corporations
to 1334 percent. Then, too, we have tried to plug the loop-
holes through which the rich have been evading taxes; and
we have plugged them to & large extent. We may not have
plugged them in every instance, but certainly the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means and the Committee on Finance
have been most diligent in trying to so frame the law that
the rich might not escape their just taxes.

Mr, President, let us see what has been the effect of what
we have done, If I believed that the adoption of the pend-
ing amendment would hasten economic recovery and result
in the collection of more taxes, I would support if. I may
be wrong in my opinion, but I have a belief, which amounts
to a conviction, that there is a certain line to which we
may go, and that if we go beyond that we will hamper
legitimate investment. If the La Follette amendment were
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the law, if a man who had money to invest were required
to pay as taxes T7 cents out of every dollar he earned, what
would he do? Would he go into the uncertainties and the
doubts and the hazards of some business investment which
might employ labor, which might take up the unemploy-
ment of the country? No; he would invest in tax-exempt
securities.

lirg'? LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, will the Senator
yie

Mr. HARRISON. I yield.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator stated that my amend-
ment would take T7 cents out of every dollar.

Mr. HARRISON. In the highest brackets.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator means that, taking the
surtax and the normal tax rate and adding them together,
it would take 77 cents out of every dollar of income above
a million dollars.

Mr. HARRISON. I said in the highest brackets, and
adding the normal tax and the surtax. Of course, exemp-
tions come out.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I simply wanted to correct the Sen-
ator’s statement, because he said it would be 77 cents out
of every dollar an individual earned, and that is not cor-
rect. It is in the top brackets, that part of the income
above a million dollars, on which the individual would pay
that rate.

Mr. HARRISON. I said in the highest bracket, which is
over a million dollars.

Mr. President, if a majority of the Senate think we would
get the men of great wealth to put money in capital invest-
ment after any such increase in surtaxes as is proposed,
then vote this amendment into the bill. However, the
record discloses that every time we have increased the taxes
to such high figures, with perhaps one exception, the reve-
nue has fallen off, and that when we have reduced the
taxes to more moderate rates money has poured into legiti-
mate investment, and the Government has received larger
returns in revenue.

Here are the facts in relation to that matter. In 1918,
during the war, when the normal rates were 6 and 12
percent, and the surtax was 65 percent, the income-tax
returns showed $1,128,000,000. In 1928, when the normal
tax rates were 1)z, 3 and 5 percent, and the surtax maximum
was only 20 percent, the returns showed $1,164,000,000.

When we increased the normal rates of tax of 114 and
3 and 5 to 4 and 8 percent, and the surtax fo 55 percent,
in 1932, the revenues of the Government dropped off from
$477,000,000, the return in 1930, to $325,000,000, returned in
1932. I could go down the line and cite the figures to show
that that has been quite the record of the Treasury.

Mr. President, much is said about the consolidation of
wealth; and there is too much consolidation of wealth. The
Senator from Wisconsin has offered an amendment, follow-
ing the action of the Finance Committee, recommending an
increase in the estate tax. It is through high estate taxes
that we can dissolve large consolidations of wealth, That is
where we touch the rich and provide for redistribution of
some wealth.

Under the estate tax law prior to 1932 we exempted every
estate of $100,000 and less from the payment of an estate
tax. In the highest bracket the tax went up to only 20 per-
cent. But in 1932 we reduced the exemption from $100,000
to $50,000, and we raised the highest surtax from 20 percent
to 45 percent, and we will receive much money from that.
But we propose to go even further in that respect than we
went in the 1932 law. The Committee on Finance recom-
mended that the rates be increased from that maximum of
45 percent to 50 percent.

Personally I do not know whether the Senator from Wis-
consin wants to accept that recommendation or not. I sug-
gested to him that in his estate-tax amendment, where he
proposes to reduce exemptions from $50,000 to $25,000, he
reduce the exemption to $40,000. It must not be overlooked
that many States tax the small estates quite heavily, and we
do not desire to double up on such taxes too much. The
committee would accept the suggestion to go as high as a
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60-percent tax in the highest brackets on estates and to
lower the exemption from $50,000 to $40,000. In that way
we might get at the consolidation of wealth and provide
for redistribution of large fortunes in this country.

But, Mr. President, when we start to put unreasonably
high surtaxes, such as 71 percent, together with the 6-per-
cent normal rate, we are likely to undo what we hope we
have done in part and what we are striving to do, which is
to start the wheels of industry going, to take up the slack
of unemployment, and to continue the program of economic
TECOoVery.

Do we need the money at this time? Senators say we
do; that we must provide the money for the purpose of
giving relief in this country. That is true. We must carry
on some relief. But, Mr. President, I know of no Congress
that has in a tax bill increased taxes more than the levy
of taxes suggested by the administration officials.

Why should we pile up taxes in these times of distress
simply to have the money expended lavishly in the building
of something that might be put off at this particular time?
I know that when we get huge sums of money into the
Treasury it is an encouragement to those who hold the
purse strings and direct the expenditures to spend more
than should be expended.

Mind you, payment day will come, and we ought to try
to balance the Budget. We ought to make expenditures
and receipts balance. There has been no request from the
administration of a proposal o increase taxes more than we
have increased them.

The President suggested that $150,000,000 could be raised
through administrative changes in the tax law by plugging
up the loopholes, and so on.

The bill as it came to us from the House provided for an
estimated increase of $258,000,000.

The other day Congress overrode the President’s veto. I
have no quarrel with any Senator who voted to override the
President’s veto, and I would be the last one in the Senate
to try to criticize Senators for their votes on that occasion.
I believe that those who so voted voted conscientiously. I
voted to sustain the President’s veto. But, Mr. President, let
us see what excuse there is now, simply because Senators
overrode the President’s veto, for piling up higher taxes.
The facts are, with reference to what was done by the Senate
in overriding the veto, that the eost of government has in-
creased. Here are the facts: It will cost $27,000,000 more
for the remainder of this fiscal year to pay what we gave
to the employees of the Federal Government. It will cost
between $62,000,000 and $70,000,000 more during the next
fiscal year to take care of the provisions of that law with
respect to increased wages to the Government employees.
There is an increase by virtue of the change in the Veterans'
Administration to $82,000,000, as carried in the plan adopted
by the Congress, from $22,000,000 in the plan suggested
by the administration. In other words, there will be an
increased expenditure of about $60,000,000 for that pur-
pose. In all, the increase will amount to approximately
$150,000,000.

Bear in mind, Senators, that in the President’s message
concerning the repeal of the eighteenth amendment he or
those under him estimated that we would receive from
liquor taxes an increase of only $50,000,000. Every expert
with whom I have talked believes we will get $200,000,000
from that source, or $150,000,000 more than was suggested
in the President’s message, as estimated by the Bureau of
the Budget, with respect to the liquor tax. So we are not in
such terrible condition as some would paint.

Let us not try to put more taxes on the people than are
required for the orderly and economic administration of the
Government. I hope, Mr. President, that the amendment
offered by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FoLLETTE]
will be defeated and that the recommendations of the com-
mittee will be accepted.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, my friend from Mississippi
has taken occasion to make insulting remarks about me——

Mr. HARRISON. Mr., President, I rise to a point of
order.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr., Barey in the chair).
The Senator from Louisiana is recognized only for the pur-
pose of stating a matter of personal privilege.

Mr. LONG. I am going fo state a matter of personal
privilege. The Senator from Mississippi, Mr. President, has
made a speech here on the floor of the Senate in which
he has attacked me personally. He has stated that he
knows of no one in the United States Senate whose opinion
is so little regarded as mine, He has seen fit to make that
remark, and he has seen fit to extend the challenge for the
future in political campaigns. He has seen fit to extend a
challenge which I did not ask him to extend. I want the
Senator to know that his challenge will be accepted.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas, Mr, President, I rise to a
point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senafor from Arkan-
sas will state the point of order.

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. The Senator from Lou-
isiana is not stating a matter of personal privilege.

Mr. LONG. I have some time left on the pending amend-
ment. I have 25 minutes left.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair rules that the
Senator has no time whatever left on the amendment now
pending,

Mr. LONG. Then, Mr. President, I will ask whether
there is any objection to my replying to the remark that
has been made by the Senator from Mississippi concern-
ing myself?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There are objections. The
Senator may state his question of personal privilege——

Mr. LONG. That is what I am stating.
m'I‘ﬁl::tPRESIDING OFFICER. And confine himself wholly

Mr. LONG. That is all. I am stating a personal matter
between myself and the Senator from Mississippi. I do not
see why the Senator should have made his statement, Mr.
President, in referring to the attack which he says is made
on the leadership. I made no attack on the leadership in
this body. I stated what the Senator from Mississippi says
himself. After having made the attack, he then goes ahead
and reaffirms what I stated here on the floor. I said, speak-
ing of what was done with reference to the tax bill which
came out of Congress last year——

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Louisiana yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. LONG. No, sir, Mr. President; I do not yield to the
Senator.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I make the point of
order that the Senator from Louisiana is violating the rule
which was agreed to yesterday, to which he subscribed, that
no Senator should speak more than once or longer than 30
minutes on the pending amendment.

Mr. LONG. All right; I will yield—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For the second time the
Chair will say that the Senator must confine himself wholly
to the question of personal privilege.

Mr. LONG. I yield the floor, and I announce that I will
speak as soon as the Senate has disposed of the bill. I will
then take up the case of the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, in what I shall say with
respect to the pending amendment I am going to assume that
everyone in the Senate is acting in good faith. I will only
digress long enough to say to the brethren on the other side,
how pleasant it is “ to see brethren dwell together in unity.”
I hope when the surface matters have been cleared up we
will all look at the pending amendment as one involving the
best interests of our common country.

I have no fault to find with a man who is satisfied with
the committee amendment, if he believes that the rates
provided by it are as high as we should go. I agree with
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison] that our tax-
ation should be modeled according to the expenditures and
in accordance with the expenses of the Government. We
have never been presented with a greater need on the part
of the Government for the immediate expenditure of money,
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the appropriation of money, and raising of money than we
are presented with at this moment.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison] referred
to the high tax we levied during the war. Mr. President,
at the moment when we levied that tax we were not pre-
sented with as difficult a financial condition as confronts
us now. Our country was practically free from bonded
indebtedness.

As I remember, we levied a tax then that amounted to 67
percent. We went on with the war; we from time to time
issued bonds; we loaned eleven billion or twelve billion dol-
lars to other nations engaged in the war, and while that im-
mense debt was confronting us, such a debt as never before
had been dreamed of in our country, there came this terrible
depression, worse in its economic aspects than any condi-
tion which had ever confronted us at any time during the
war. There never was a moment when there was any
doubt in any man’s mind about the stability of our Govern-
ment or about our ability to raise sufficient funds to prose-
cute the war; but now we are confronted with another war,
presenting in a financial way a greater question than was
ever before presented, and we are confronted with that
problem at a time when we have the greatest indebtedness
we have ever had in the history of our country. So if
there ever was an excuse for a high rate of taxation it is
now; it is now, Senators, much more than it was during
the heat of that terrible war.

It is always unpleasant to levy taxes; it is not an easy task
for the legislators to levy them. However, we are now con-
fronted with a necessity because of which we are called upon
to do many things we do not like to do. We are confronted
with the fact that we are expending, and are very likely
going to continue to expend for several years, more money
with which to carry on our Government than has ever
been expended previously.

The people, the ordinary man and the ordinary woman,
cannot stand the burden. We must raise the money some-
where, and, without any ill will, without any intention of
imposing a hardship upon anyone, we must go where the
money is in order to get it. It is always a wise thing
when we are levying a tax to see how much money the tax-
payer will have left after he shall have paid his tax. Let
us take this amendment. In the first place, remember these
incomes are all net, representing what remains after all de-
ductions allowed by law are first taken out. Suppose one
has a net income of $10,000—and, Mr. President, millions
and millions of our people would shout in joy today if they
had anything like a $10,000 income—a man having an in-
come of that amount, if this amendment shall become a law,
after he shall have paid his tax, will have left, in round
numbers, an income of $9,000. How many of our constitu-
ents, how many of our people have such an income? There
are millions of them who are suffering because they have
no income at all. The imposition of such a tax would not
be a hardship. A man who is in receipt of a net income of
$10,000 ought to be satisfied if he is left a profit of $9,000.

Suppose the taxpayer has a net income of $25,000. After
he had paid his tax, if this amendment should become a law
he would have left, in round numbers, $21,500. That would
keep the wolf from the door in these times. The man who,
after he has paid his tax, has left $21,500 should not have
great difficulty in getting along. Most of our people would
be satisfied if they had that much property. This, though,
is income we are talking about; this is income in 1 year
amounting to $21,500 after the tax is paid. If a man has
an income of $25,000 he ought to rejoice that he is able, in
these days, to make a contribution of $3,500 for the support
of his Government that is now on the verge of financial
bankruptcy in a great many respects.

But suppose the taxpayer has a net income of $50,000;
after he has paid his tax out of that he will have, in
round numbers, $37,000 left. That would keep quite a large
family. The man who has that much income left is not
suffering from want; we have done no hardship to that
man, we have not injured him. We have left him not
§37,000 of property, but we have left him $37,000 of profit
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in 1 year. If he had the same income the following year,
and so on, he would not live very many years at least until
he would feel that there would not be any danger of the
poorhouse gathering him in.

Suppose the taxpayer has a net income of a hundred
thousand dollars. After he has made his tax contribution
to his Government he has $57,000 left. He is pretty well
fixed; he has a profit, a net profit, of $57,000. That is more
than most men earn in a lifetime of toil. Our constituents
at home do not have that much money, including all their
property; but we have left the man with an income of
$100,000 with a profit in 1 year of $57,000.

I think it is a matter of fairness when our country is in
need, when we must somewhere get the money, if we can
take it from such men and leave them that much profit in a
year. We have not injured them thereby; they can live in
luxury; they will not know want; they will not know suffer-
ing. We are much easier and much more lenient with him
than in the case of the man in the smaller bracket who has
only an income sufficient to keep his family, even though he
has to pay a very much smaller tax. The man with an in-
come of $100,000 a year will not miss the tax he has to pay;
he would not know it if he did not look at his books. He will
never stop to count it. The tax absolutely does him no
injury.

So, on up, the man with $1,000,000 income will have
about $284,000 left him in 1 year.

Mr. COUZENS. I think he will have more than that.

Mr. NORRIS. Perhaps he will have more than that. He
would not know the tax he paid if he had not signed the
check and looked at its size. He cannot miss it from his
luxurious income. There are not many of these men, and
why should we not take this much of a contribution from
them?

So, Mr. President, there is not any idea on the part of
those who support this amendment of trying to injure some-
one; there is not any feeling of enmity against a man be-
cause of his wealth; there is not any desire to bring a
hardship upon anyone, regardless of his wealth; there is
not anyone criticizing him because he is wealthy. He ought
to be glad; he ought to rejoice that he is able to make a
contribution, we can almost say to charity, because he sees
all around him millions of his fellow citizens just as honest
as he is and just as patriotic asking for alms. Why, when
he has this kind of an income, should he not be willing to
contribute to his brothers?

The Senator from Mississippi said that the highest bracket
in the amendment, being 77 percent, means that out of every
dollar earned the millionaire would have to pay T7 cents
in tax. The Senator corrected that statement afterward.
He was very fair about it, but I want to emphasize it. Many
people believe that the highest bracket in the income-tax
law attaches to all of a man’s income. They should get
away from that idea. It does not do anything of the kind.
The 77 percent applies only to the excess above $1,000,000
in any one year, and it ought not to make a millionaire
feel as though he had been injured when he has to pay that
tax. If I have a net income of $1,000,000 a year that I am
allowed to keep, and then 77-percent tax is levied on all
above that $1,000,000 a year, I would be a hard-hearted
man, it seems to me, if I should object when that levy is
made to alleviate the sufferings of humanity and to support
the Government under whose laws I made the money. If
it were not for those laws, no man would have been able
to make that much money; but the country that gave him,
whether rightly or wrongly, the legal right to make more
than a million dollars of net profit in 1 year will, if this
amendment shall go into effect, take 77 percent of all excess
over and above $1,000,000 a year. The rate that he would
pay on his entire income would be much less, depending,
of course, upon the size of the income.

The Senator from Mississippi said that such a tax would
drive money out of business. Will a man who is getting, we
will say, $50,000 a year net, quit business and not make
anything because of this tax? Will the man with a net
income of $100,000 guit work because of this amendment
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and do nothing and become a pauper? Will the individual,
let us say, who is receiving a salary of $200,000 a year—and
some of them get more—say, “ Rather than pay this tax I
will resign my position and not get anything ”? If he has
the patriotic spirit we all ought to have, and if he has the
love of human kindness in his heart, he ought to rejoice that
he is holding a position that enables him to build up his
country and to save his fellow men to a greater extent than
can the ordinary individual on the street. He ought to
rejoice that he is enabled to give succor to the unfortunate
individual who has a wife and family suffering for lack of
food and without proper clothing, shivering with the cold.
He ought to rejoice that because he has such a salary he is
enabled to make a contribution that the law would require
for the benefit of his counfry and for the benefit of his
fellow man.

The Senator from Mississippi said such a tax would drive
men out of business. I think there is nothing to that argu-
ment. He said they would invest their money in tax-exempt
securities. We can remedy that situation, and we are going
to have an opportunity before this bill shall be passed to
vote on an amendment that, if adopted, will remedy it.
There is no reason in my judgment why there should be, in
time of peace, any tax-exempt securities. I am not finding
fault with the man who has them. It is a natural thing
and a legal thing, and sometimes a patriotic thing, to help
one’s municipality or county or State by investing in such
bonds. But we ought to pay, and if we do our duty I think
we will pay, a tax on income from that kind of securities.

I do not have the figures on that point, but I think there
is perhaps some considerable exaggeration. I am not de-
sirous of leaving any loophole of that kind. Perhaps it
would not make much difference in the aggregate, because
probably the securities which are now tax-exempt would
draw a larger rate of interest; but if we had no such thing
as tax-exempt securities it would at least clear the atmos-
phere of any prejudice that might exist, and to some extent
I think rightfully, on account of them.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sen-
ator?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senafor from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. FLETCHER. Just as an illustration and a point for
consideration, let me refer to the farm-loan bonds, which
are exempt from taxation. It has been estimated, and I
think clearly established, that if those bonds were taxed, the
rate of interest charged the farmer would be about 2 per-
cent higher than it now is on his loans. I do not know
whether it would be exactly 2 percent, but it would be about
that, Where the farmer now gets his loan at 5 percent, if
thé bonds were not tax exempt, he would have to pay a
higher rate of interest. He would have to pay probably 6
or T percent for his money.

Mr. NORRIS. As I said, the importance of the question
is probably exaggerated, because what we may make on one
side we may lose on the other side. But I do not want now
to discuss the question the Senator has raised, because later
on in the consideration of the bill some amendments are to
be offered touching that point, and I propose to discuss the
question then rather fully, I do not want to go into it now
except to say that, in my judgment, if we had no tax-
exempt securities we would relieve ourselves of many diffi-
culties and would raise a lot of additional funds for the
Government.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne-
braska yield to the Senator from Alabama?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. BLACK. Before the Senator leaves the question that
has been raised that money might be driven out of invest-
ment for business purposes, I should like to call his attention
to one fact which, it seems to me, is a complete answer.
Every movement in the country today is to prevent overpro-
duction. If is claimed that we have too many factories of
every kind. None of us has any reason to believe now that
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if we levy an income tax the people are going {o put their
money in unprofitable business enterprises. If seems to me
there is absolutely nothing to that argument.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, let me pass to the subject
which I wanted to take up, because I do not have very much
time left.

I started to say when I was interrupted that this amend-
ment, perhaps, would have a tendency to prevent the accu-
mulation of large fortunes, and the concentration of wealth
in a few hands. I shall not have time to discuss that sub-
ject now; but I desire fo say in passing that while I think
that would be true, and I am favorably disposed toward the
amendment on that account, that is not the reason why I
am advocating its adoption now. I believe in its adoption
because we must get the money somewhere. We shall get
it under this amendment from people who will not miss it.
It will not be a hardship, especially on those in the higher
brackets. It may work some hardship to those in the higher
brackets, but as a rule it will not be a hardship, and we
must get the money. Unpleasant though the task may be,
somewhere our Government must secure a greater income;
and those who are opposed to financial legislation ought to
be favorable to an amendment of this kind, because if some-
thing of this kind is not done, and other things like it
which must be done, we shall have to resort to other means
to debase and to cheapen our currency.

Mr. President, I believe as a fundamental proposition that
before we can ever return to normal prosperity, before we
can ever bring ourselves out of the terrible situation in
which we are at this time as a result of the depression, two
things must happen. To me, they seem fundamental. One
is that the hours of labor must be reduced. The other is
that some law must be passed that will bring about a
greater distribution of the wealth of the country.

We have now reached a time when the best students of
political economy agree that one of the difficulties of our
situation is the unequal distribution of wealth, the accumu-
lation of wealth in a few hands. This amendment has a
tendency to help out in that respect.

In my opinion, the great remedy to bring that about,
which would not inflict a hardship on anyone or do an
injustice to anyone, would be increasing the estate or the
inheritance tax. If I could be assured that the inheritance
tax or the estate tax in this bill would be increased so that
it would have that effect, I should mot care very much
whether this amendment is agreed to or not. We are not
going to be able to do that, howeves, in this bill. We are
not going to be able to reach the point we ought to reach
and will have to reach some day in order to bring permanent
prosperity to our people; so we ought to favor this amend-
ment as tending to do a little to bring that about. We ought
to favor it because in its administration it will not inflict a
hardship upon any living soul, especially in the higher
brackets. The tax will be paid by men who can pay it with-
out any feeling—if they are patriotic—of resentment or
prejudice. It will be paid by men who will hardly know that
they are paying it, who will not feel it. After all, when some
men receive incomes of as much as a million dollars a year,
when thousands are living in luxury and never know what
want is, while at the same time we have millions of paupers,
millions who are starving and suffering, it seems to me it is
seli-evident that in our country and under our laws there is
something wrong.

This amendment will have a tendency to relieve distress,
to help the country, and will not injure the man who has
money. It seems to me, therefore, that when we are con-
fronted with a proposal of this kind there ought to be—
there can be, as I look at it—but one way out. If we do not
take this action now, we shall have to do it in the future,
when the hardships will be greater. If we do not give relief
now, we shall have to give relief when it will be much more
needed, when it will be much more urgent, and ultimately
we shall come to a time when there must be a division, even
though it is not made according to law.

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I agree very heartily with
what the Senator from Nebraska [Mr, Norris] has said; and
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I desire to take just a minute or two to insert in the Recorp
some figures which I find in the hearings before the Senate
Finance Committee on the Revenue Act of 1934, on page 34.
These figures were put in the record by Benjamin Marsh,
of the People’s Lobby.

He states that England obtains four times as much from
income tax as the United States in proportion to wealth and
income. During the fiscal year of each nation—that is, the
United States and England—in 1932 the proceeds of the
individual and corporation income tax were, in England,
figuring the pound at $4.86, $1,781,500,000; in the United
States, $1,056,756,697; or an excess in England over the
United States of $724,743,303.

In other words, England’s revenue in 1932 from income
and surtaxes was $724,000,000 more than ours; and Mr.
Marsh goes on to state that in the fiscal year 1933 the
disproportion was even greater, England getting from those
two taxes $1,527,900,000 and the United States only
$746,791,404.

Mr. BAILEY., Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Logany in the chair).
Does the Senator from North Dakota yield to the Senator
from North Carolina?

Mr. FRAZIER. Certainly.

Mr. BAILEY. Referring to the statistics which the Sen-
ator has read relative to revenue from income taxes as be-
tween Great Britain and the United States, is it not a fact
that England is deriving that superior revenue by imposing
very large taxes on very low incomes, while we are not
doing so? Does the Senator mean to assert that England
gets her superior revenue from taxes on the wealthy, or does
she get it from taxes on the poor? And would the Senator
advocate that we put income taxes on people of low incomes?

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, as I understand, a few
years ago, when England got behind, and had to raise more
money to balance the budget, the English increased their
tax levies, especially in the high brackets. I will admit that
they probably had more tax on the low incomes also; but
they increased the income tax on the high brackets, as I
recall, to almost 100 percent.

Mr. BAILEY. Then a tax by England on low incomes is
no argument for a tax by America on high ones, is it?

Mr. FRAZIER. They also have a tax over there on high
incomes.

Mr. BATLEY. But they do not derive their superior rev-
enue from that tax, and that is the point I have in mind.

Mr. FRAZIER. Yes; I appreciate that, but the fact is
that in England they have a very high tax, almost 100 per-
cent, on the incomes in the high brackets.

It has been stated here that a high tax would drive money
out of business. I believe our wealthy business men are
just as patriotic as the wealthy business men of Great
Britain, and I can see no reason why they should not be
taxed. I believe that those who are best able to pay should
pay the tax. I believe that corporations and business men
who are making great profits in these hard times should pay
the bulk of the income fax.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President, all that may be true; but I
am directing the Senator’s attention to the fact shown by
the statistics he has read, that England derives her superior
revenue from taxes on low incomes.

Mr. FRAZIER. I think the figures bear out the state-
ment that we derive a large part of our income from the
low brackets, too.

Mr. BAILEY. Relatively less. If the Senator will read
the moerning papers, I think I can call his attention to a
statement

Mr. FRAZIER. I think it is relatively less; but that is no
reason, so far as I can see, why we should not increase the
tax on the high brackets at the present time.

Mr. BAILEY, But is the fact that England derives a
superior revenue from low incomes a reason why we should
impose a heavier tax on high incomes?

Mr. FRAZIER. Not at all. The fact is that England has
not by any means as many wealthy corporations in compari-
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son as we have in the United States, because there are better
laws, I regret to say, to govern that kind of thing and control
the amassing of great wealth in England.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. FRAZIER. I do.

Mr. FESS. The last tax bill changed the exemptions in
the United States so that the number of income taxpayers
under the old law, about 3,000,000, was increased in the
recent revision to 6,500,000. That was done by reducing the
exemptions. That more than doubled the number on the
list of income taxpayers. Have we any data showing
how much the tax has been inéreased by lowering the exemp-
tions, whereby we doubled the number of income taxpayers?

Mr. FRAZIER. I have not the figures, and I have not
heard them quoted.

Mr. FESS. That would answer the question of the Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. BaLey].

Mr. FRAZIER. Undoubtedly that brought in a large
amount of additional money, but, in my estimation, that is
no reason why at this time we should not increase the tax in
the high brackets on the very large incomes,

Mr. FESS. Furthermore, the last tax legislation increased
the corporation tax about 1 percent.

Mr. FRAZIER. Yes.

Mr. FESS. So there would be a larger amount of taxes by
reason of the change of the law, but just how much it would
be I do not know.

Mr. FRAZIER. That is perfectly true. I do not know how
much it would be, but I wanted to bring out the fact that in
England they increased their taxes both on those in the high
brackets and on those in the low brackets, but especially on
those in the high brackets, taking almost 100 percent, as I
recall; and, according to press reports, during the past year
England had a surplus of income over expenditures, which
we have not had for some time, If we are going to get out
of our present great indebtedness, if we are going to balance
our Budget, it seems to me the adoption of the La Follette
amendment is one of the best ways in which we can raise
the increased revenue that is needed at this time.

Mr. GEORGE., Mr, President, if this were a conflict be-
tween relatively low income taxes and high income taxes,
the argument would be overwhelming in favor of imposing
rates high enough to raise at this time, in view of our Treas-
ury needs, considerable income. But that is not exactly
the case we have before us now.

Under the bill as it stands, the rate on incomes of a mil-
lion dollars or over runs as high as 59 percent surtaxes, plus,
of course, the normal rate of 4 percent, giving a combined
rate of 63 per cent. Even upon incomes between $80,000
and $90,000, the combined rate is 49 percent. That is to
say, even upon that comparatively low income, as we have
known incomes in the past, 51 cents out of every dollar is
saved to the earner or taxpayer, while 49 cents goes into the
Treasury.

On incomes between $90,000 and $100,000, the combined
tax amounts to 54 percent. That is to say, 54 cents out of
every dollar earned, if the taxpayer falls within this bracket,
goes to the Government, while he is privileged to retain only
46 cents.

Mr. President, there has been prepared by the experts a
table of the rates under the committee bill and under the
bill as it is presently revised, under the amendment pre-
pared by the Senator from Utah [Mr. King], which he will
probably urge, and under the La Follette amendment, and
I ask that this tabulation be inserted in the Recorbp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Exhibit 1 is as follows:

Comparison of income-tar retes—Normal rates

Percent
Committee bill ... .
Harrison revIRlon o e R L s 4
B I e e e e e e e e e L L b
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Comparison of income-tar rates—Suriax raies
5 Committes | Harrison ing revi- | La Follette
Net incomes bill revision K'I":fnu revision
Percent Percent Percent Percent
$4,000 t0 $6,000_ oo 4 5 3 [
$6,000 to §8,000. . 4 ¥ 4 6
$8,000 to $10,000 5 8 5 7%
$10,000 to $12,000 6 9 [ 9
$12,000 to $14,000.. 7 10 7 10%4
$14,000 to $16,000_ ] 1 9 12
£16,000 to $18,000. 10 12 11 15
$18,000 to $20,000_ 12 13 13 18
$20,000 to $22,000. 14 15 15 21
$22,000 to $26,000_ 16 17 17 24
$26,000 to $32,000_ 18 18 19 2
£32,000 to $38,000. 21 21 2 314
£38,000 to $44,000. < e 24 24 25 36
$44,000 to $50,000. P n 28 4014
$50,000 to $56,000._ 30 30 a1 45
$56,000 to $62,000. . k) 33 35 48
$62,000 to $68,000__ 36 36 40 51
$68,000 to $70,000__ 39 39 40 8
$70,000 to §74,000. . 39 30 45 M
$74,000 to $80,000. 42 42 45 57
$80,000 to $80,000.. . 45 45 50 60
$00,000 to $1 50 50 55 (<]
$100,000 to § 52 62 60 85
$150,000 to ﬁ' 53 53 60 66
$200,000 to b4 54 60 67
$300,000 to $400, 55 55 60 (]
$400,000 to $500, 56 5 60 60
£500,000 to $750, 57 57 85 70
$750,000 to $1,600,000. 58 58 65 70
Over $1,000,000 1] 5 [ 71

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I am aware of the fact that
many arguments have been advanced against high rates
which will not bear close analysis, but when the taxes al-
ready imposed are high—and no one can say that they are
not high—those arguments have more validity and more
force, because they are based upon some sound reasons.
They are exaggerated frequently by those who wish to escape
just taxes, and they have lost much of their force and effect
because they have been so often misused or abused.

Mr. President, the question of imposing and collecting
income taxes is a practical thing. We are not considering
an ideal or a Utopian situation, and when the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] recalls to mind the
net income, and impresses upon the Senate what the man
who earns $10,000 or $15,000 or $20,000 or more has left
after the payment of the tax, it sounds very different from
what happens in real life, in practical life, in many cases.

When this country comes back—and it is coming back;
we have made progress, and real progress—it will come back
in inventories; it will not come back in cash money in the
pockets of taxpayers. Hoarding was certainly one of the
evil practices during the depression. Money was money, and
it was kept in liquid form, if I may use the expression.
Banks carried liquidity not only to a senseless extreme, but
virtually crucified the business of this country and made
it impossible for business to go on. So that if we recover—
and we shall recover—it will be because we have built up
inventories; it will be because we have put men and women
back to work making and doing things; increased incomes
will not be in cash; they will in many cases be locked up in
nonliquid assets.

So let us look at this matter from a practical point of
view and understand exactly what we are doing. We may
have the little business man, who is operating his mer-
cantile business, with an inventory af the beginning of the
year of only $5,000, and, let us say, $1,000 in cash. At the
end of the year, let us assume, his inventory is $15,000, and
yet he has but $1,000 in cash. If we are not careful in the
adjustment of the taxes, we will make it dangerous for a
man to increase his income in inventory, in new business.

The income of the countiry, which will spell the return
of prosperity, will be in many cases inventories—money
made, it is true, but locked up in nonliquid form, in non-
liguid assets.

Mr. President, let us see what burden will be imposed
under the bill as it is proposed by the committee, upon
the individual business man who has his increased wealth
in an inventory, indicating that he has been willing to do
business with and for his fellow men; indicating that he has
not garnered his money and hoarded it in a liquid reserve;
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indicating that he has not put it in tax-exempt securities;
indicating that he has made a real contribution to the
welfare of his country, as well as to his welfare.

Let us take the case of the net income of $10,000. The
tax paid, above all municipal taxes, above all State and
county taxes, above all special taxes or licenses, under the
committee bill as it stands, would be $465. Under the
La Follette amendment it would be $600. There is here no
great difference.

Let us take the income of $30,000, measured by an increase
in the inventory of an active business. Under the commit-
tee bill we would take from that income-$3,785. Under the
La Follette amendment we would take $4,995. It might be
said with a great deal of reason that an income of that size
could stand such a tax. But let me repeat, if the income
is represented in the inventory, not in cash, such a tax
would be a heavy burden upon the business of the country,

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. GEORGE. I yield.

Mr. COUZENS. I do not know whether or not I under-
stood the Senator correctly, but I understood him to say
that if the income had been in inventory, the taxpayer
would have to pay an income tax. I do not follow the Sena-
tor in that.

Mr. GEORGE. Perhaps the Senator did not understand
what I previously said. I illustrated what I am now saying
by taking the case of a small business, with an inventory of
$5,000 at the beginning of the year, and of $15,000 at the
end of the year, but with no greater amount of cash on
hand. There is an income, although it is represented en-
tirely by incresse in the inventory, increase in the mer-
chandise, in the stocks on hand.

Mr. COUZENS. I do not understand that one would be
taxed on an increase in his inventory,

Mr. GEORGE. Oh, yes.

Mr. COUZENS. Certainly there would be no tax if it
were a corporation.

Mr. GEORGE. I am not speaking of corporations. The
Senator knows we are dealing with individual income taxes.
But even a corporation is taxed on its inventory increase.

Mr, COUZENS. It pays on increase in the form of profits.

Mr. GEORGE. That is quite true. I was presupposing
the individual taxpayer made a profit.

Mr., President, on a net income of $100,000, under the
committee bill, the taxpayer would pay $30,810; under the
La Follette amendment he would pay $42,915.

It is easily conceivable that the payment of even $30,810
would be a great strain on an active, going business, and I
am speaking for such taxpayers. When it comes to the man
who h